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t1.* EXEB57EIVE SMR

PuSYose of Saooina

Scoping is a new requirement from the President's Council on
Environmental Quality. Its express purpose is threefold:

o Agencies and individuals who have a direct interest in a
project, including affected local residents and advisory groups
must be given the opportunity to input points-of-view/
questions for the EIS.

o Project management is given the opportunity to define and
explain the project as well as answer citizen/agency questions.

o By elimination, analysis areas not of concern are identified,
and focus shifts to more intense study of identified key
issues.

Scing Activities

To effect a timely and orderly flow of scoping information, the
Air Force published a scoping pamphlet: "The MX System and the
Environment," December 1979. This pamphlet contained a general
description of MX and a summary of key issues, extracted from public
comments on previous MX-related envirormental impact statements, 'NX:
Buried Trench Construction and Test Project," and "MX: Milestone II."
To ensure the dissemination of information in potentially affected
areas, a number of agency and public meetings were held, beginning in
December 1979. Formal meeting locations are listed below:

o Federal Agency Soping Meetings 10-14 December 1979

o State Agency Soping Meetings

- Carson City, Nevada 10 January 1980

- Salt Lake City, Utah 11 January 1980

o Public Sooping Meetings

- Ely, Nevada 14 January 1980

- Delta, Utah 15 January 1980

- Nephi, Utah 16 January 1980

- Panaca, Nevada 17 January 1980

- Milford, Utah 21 January 1980

- Beaver, Utah 22 January 1980

- Alamo, Nevada 23 January 1980
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j - Cedar City, Utah 24 January 1980

- Las Vegas, Nevada 28 January 1980

- Reno, Nevada 29 January 1980

- Tonopah, Nevada 30 January 1980

- Salt Lake City, Utah 31 January 1981

Initial scoping meetings were held with the Department of
Interior, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and numerous other
agencies in Washington, D.C., for each group's input on important
environmental issues related to land selection/withdrawal for MX. The
Department of Interior, in particular, has an important role, since its
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is a full cooperating partner with the
Air Force in the preparation of the EIS. Meetings with Federal
Regional Councils in San Francisco (Region IX) and Denver (Region VIII)
were also conducted in December. These federal agencies represent the
principal mechanism through which federal planning and impact funding
would be made available to potentially affected comunities.

In general, citizen participation and interest was excellent.
Most public meetings were 3 to 4 hours long, although the Las Vegas
scoping meeting ran from 7 PM until 1 AM. Additional meetings between
Air Force representatives and local agencies and organizations were
held in many Nevada and Utah cities and towns concurrently.

Public sentiment at meetings ranged from inquisitive, where area
residents asked what the project included and likely Air Force plans to
avoid or mitigate adverse impacts, to anti-war, anti-nuclear, anti-MX
comments, which dominated citizen response at Ely, Las Vegas, Reno, and
Salt Lake City.

Roughly 500 letters have been received to date, and have included
issue identification, environmental data, and requests for information
from the Air Force. Most have been received from private citizens
(Appendix I), but state and local agencies; national, state, and local
organizations; educational institutions; and private business have also
responded to scoping.

Bea=1
Public concerns are identified in Sections 2 and 3. As a result

of agency, organization, and public input during the scoping process,
ten key environmental issues have been identified for the MX
environmental program, and will provide effective direction for
environmental analyses and EIS preparation (Section 3).

The scoping process undertaken by the Air Force produced other
benefits as well:

o Important data sets and sources were discovered, either at
scoping meetings themselves, or in peripheral meetings/
discussions.
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o A flow of information has been initiated between Air Force
and local officials and residents, including project detail,
environmental data, study methodologies, and preliminary
results. Critical assessment, which will certainly improve
study quality, will also be undertaken as part of this
exchange.

o Citizens, organizations, and public agencies received an
opportunity to hear a sunmary discussion on the Deployment Area
Selection/Land Withdrawal EIS, and to question Air Force and
ELM officials. The majority of the concerns expressed will be
treated in the EIS.

Reort Oroanization

This technical. report discusses the public and agency concerns and
identified issues associated with the Deployment Area Selection/Land
Withdrawal EIS.

o Section 2 summarizes citizen/agency input received at public
meetings.

o Section 3 enitifies envirortiental concerns generated both from
scoping meetings and prepared statements received by the Air
Force.

o The nine append;,.s are:

- A checklist pr-Car.-d by JLM of sunmry issues raised during
the scopung process

- A detailed outline of issues and data needs for the EIS,
compiled by the ELM

j - A summary statement of the Office of Economic Adjustment's
role in lX progran planning

- A summary statement from the U.S. Enviromental Protection
Agency

- A statement from the Duckwater Shoshone Tribe, Duckwater
Reservation, Nevada

- A summary of congressional testimony by the governors of
Nevada and Utah

- A usmmr of issues prepared by the State of Nevada

- A sumary of issues prepared by the State of Utah

- A list of respondents to date
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2. SOPDhG MEETINGS

The Air Force conducted scoping meetings in seven Nevada cities
and six Utah cities. Those conducted in Carson City, Nevada, 10
January 1980, and Salt Lake City, Utah, 11 January 1980, were attended
by representatives of state agencies; the remainder were public
meetings. Meeting locations, estimated attendance, and key issues
raised are sumuarized below.

Carson City. Nevada

Date: 10 January 1980

Estimated Attendance: 350

Many state agencies/departments and legislators were represented.
Brig. Gen. McCartney, Vice-Commander, Ballistic Missile Office, Norton
Air Force Base, California, introduced the meeting.

Forty-three persons raised questions/cumments with emphasis on:

o land-use constraints
o Air Force, intentions regarding state water laws
o local growth impacts
o completeress and accuracy of Air Force studies
o determination of Nevada/Utah as deployment sites
o desire for state input/review in all Air Force analyses

Salt Lake City. Utah

Date: 11 January 1980

Estimated Attendance: 200

Many state agancies/departments and legislators were represented.
Governor Scott Matheson introduced the meeting and emphasized: the
requirement for adequate planning and impact funding; the dissemination
of MX study data; and the selection process undertaken for deployment
in Nevada/Utah.

Forty-eight pe::sons raised questions/comments with emphasis on:

o land-use restrictions
o lvwal groywth impacts
o Air Force intentions regarding state laws
o completeness and accuracy of Air Force studies
o desire for state input/review in all Air Force analyses

Mg.Neada
Date: 14 January 1980

Estimated Attendance: 800
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Antonia Chayes, Undersecretary of the U.S. Air Force introducedthe meeting.

Thirty-nine persons raised questions/comments with emphasis on:

o land-use restrictions
o local growth impacts, including effects on quality-of-life
o determination of Nevada/Utah as the deployment site
o damage to desert ecosystems
o national defense and M4X as a deterrent
o MX effects on the White Pine Power Project

Date: 15 January 1980

Estimated Attendance: 375 persons

Thirty persons raised questions/ccuments with emphasis on:

o grazing impacts on area ranchers
o Air Force intentions regarding state water laws
o local growth impacts
o determination of Nevada/Utah as the deployment site
o support for operating base received from the town of

Lynndyl
o MX effec:s on intermountain Power Project

Date: 16 January 1980

Estimated Attendance: 125

Twenty-seven persons raised questions/coments with emphasis on:

o the method by which the Air Force would obtain water
o potentiaL environmental effects, including loss of

quality-of-life
o determination of Nevada/Utah as the deployment site
o public health and safety, including nuclear target concerns

Panaca. Nevada

Date: 17 January 1980

Estimated Attendance: 250 persons

Eighteen persons raised questions/comments with emphasis on:

o land-use restraints
o local growth impacts
o determination of Nevada/Utah as the deployment site
o effects on area wildlife and game resources

Bulfor. tah
6
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Date: 21 January 1980

Estimated Attendance: 200

Thirty-seven persons raised questions/comments with emphasis on:

o land-use restraints
o water resources, including Air Force intentions regarding

state water laws
o local growth impacts, including loss of quality-of-life
o land ownership of areas required for deployment
o public health and safety, including nuclear target concerns

Date: 22 January 1980

Estimated Attendance: 125

Thirty-four persons raised questions/comments with emphasis on:

o land-use restraints
o local growth inimcts including the number and distribution

of inmigrants
o alternative &!-.,oyment locations, modes, and defense

systems
o effects on tei t estiial and aquatic ecosystems

Date: 23 January 1980

Estimated Attendance: 100

Twenty-three persons raised questions/ccments with emphasis on:

o land-use restraints
o local growth impacts on water resources, including Air Force

intentions with respect to state water laws
o public health and safety, including nuclear target concerns
o military and civilian co-use of required public service

facilities

Cedar City. Utah

Date: 24 January 1980

Estimated Attendance: 200

Forty-three persons raised questions/comments with emphasis on:

o completeness and accuracy of Air Force water studies
o Air Force intentions regarding state water laws
o local growth impacts, including loss of quality-of-life
o public health and safety, including nuclear target concerns[7
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o interactive and cudative impacts of WS with COWi p

Date: 28 January 1980

Estimted Attendance: 340

Thirty-six persons raised quetion /camnts withe 180"

o, the viability of nuclear deterrence in genral ari W to
particular for world peace

o land-use restraints and conflicts
o determination of Nevada/ta as deploymt site
o accuracy and omipleteness of Air Force sbwdiel
o local growth impacts, including loss of qulity-W-Usf

Date: 29 January 1980

Estimted Attendance: 700

Forty-cm persons rained questiona/ccouinnts with eijhasis Gas

o viability of nuclear deterrence in general, and N35In
particular as solutions for world peace

o land-use conflicts
o determination of Nevada/Utah as the deplit*~ amea
o credibility of Air Force analyses and statemet
o water resource conflicts
o local growth impracts,, particularly loss of gialit-4
o preservation of archaeological and cultural resmew

Date: 30 January 1980

Estimated Attendance: 450

Forty persons raised questions/cosimnts with aqsft mss .

o land-use conflicts and restraints, and Mir face
strategies to minimize such effects

o Mir Faoe onpliance with state and federal Laos
o local growth impacts
o alternative deployment sites and basinabods
o water resource conflicts

hAIM Ae Ci. ft

Date: 31 January 1980

Estimated Attendance: 19,000

Pacty-one persons raised commennts with ij*siis ant



o opposition to nuclear deterrence in general, amd NX in
particular

o determination of Nevada/Utah as the deploymwt area
o credibility of Air Force analyses and statments
o socioeconanic and environmental effects on rural

communities and fragile desert eosystms
o land-use conflicts
o public health and safety, particularly nuclear target

concerns
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3. ENIRCOMENTAL ISSUES

The U.S. Air Force has identified ten key issues for environmental
analyses to be conducted for the MX Deployment Area Selection/Land
Withdrawal EIS:

o Rapid, large-scale growth

o Land use/land rights

o Water resources

o Public health and safety

o Archaeological and historical resources

o Energy and nonrenewable resources

o Terrestrial and aquatic biology

o Air quality

o Native IAmricans

o Construction resources

This list of issues is the result of agency, organization, and
citizen input through scoping meetings and written questions and
comments subimitted during the scoping process to date. Table 1 details
subdivisions of these key isszsues. Scoping issues outside the scope of
the land selection/land withdrawal environmental program and EIS also
are identified. In general, such issues focus on national defense and
methods by which the United States maintains it.

The category of "Citizen/Air Force Communication" includes
information necessary for state and local agencies and area residents
to evaluate, interact with, and assist Air Force analyses. As a result
of scoping, additional meetings have been scheduled and a flow of
information between concerned parties has been established. A similar
situation occurs with the category of "Citizen Influence on MX
Decision-Making." While not explicitly a part of the environmental
study, public reaction as measured at scoping meetings is an input for
the decision process in selecting operating base locations.

For purposes of enviromental analysis and discussion in the EIS,
most of the scopirig issues in Table 1 will, in fact, be treated as
subsets of the major key issue categories. For example, MX interaction
with other projects, size of military and civilian employment,
sewage/solid waste, and local and small business opportunities will be
subsumed within the Rapid Large-Scale Growth issue. Noise will be
treated under Public Health and Safety. Other issues will be detailed

10



Table 1. Major key issue categories and issues
raised at scoping meetings.

KEY ISSUE CATKBOPY DETAILED SOWPING ISSUE

MX interaction with other projects;
size of military and civilian employ-

Rapid, Large-Scale Growth ment; sewage/solid waste; local and
small business opportunies; citizen/
Air Force communications; education

Sagebrush Rebellion; alternative
deployment sites; recreation and
wilderness areas; permitting and

Land Rights/Land Use compliance with state/local laws
and regulations; citizen/Air Force
comunications; air-space restrictions

Surface hydrology; post-EIS inventories
Water Resources and monitoring; permitting and corn-

liance with state/local laws and
regulations

Public Health & Safety Noise; security configuration

Archaeological/Historical Permitting and compliance with state/
Resources local laws and regulations

Energy and Nonrenewable Electrical energy and petroleum
Resources products

Terrestrial and Aquatic Protected species; post-EIS inventories
Biology and monitoring; hunting and fishing

restrictions

Post-EIS inventories and monitoring;
Air Quality permitting and compliance with state/

local laws and regulations

Native Americans Land, water, and cultural resource
conflicts

Construction Resources Cement, sand and gravel, and steel
requirements

Engineering Alternative deployment modes; civilian
co-use of military facilities

Civil defense facilities; credibility
of Air Force planning, studies, state-

Issues Outside Scope ments; extent of citizen influence on
of EIS MX decision-making; MX vs. alternatives

for national defense; interaction of
MX and SALT II

=, 11-_ - - . l
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as part of the project description, then analyzed as they interact with
and affect the ten key environmental concerns identified in Table 1.

The issues of rapid large-scale growth, land use/land rights, and
water resources are paramount concerns in the public meetings. The
following subsections detail each in turn, then more briefly address
the remaining envircunental issue set. Some of these latter issues are
required by special legislation, even though they were only briefly
mentioned in the public meetings.

Rapid Large-Scale Growth

Construction and operation of the MX system will create long-term
employment and is. likely to generate beneficial, stable growth in
communities associated with the main operating base(s) and numerous
support areas, and at least short-term employment in communities
throughout the deployment areas selected. Stimulated employment will
strengthen the economy and encourage Lrigration. However, this growth
could potentially outstrip the capabilities of local law enforcement,
educational facilitC.es, and supplies of goods and services. Economic
concerns are anticipated in the areas of population inmigration, both
during construction and operation, and the consequent rapid large-scale
growth, which could stress communit.r infrastructure and increase local
governmental expenses.

o Labor and other material requirements

- The direct annual labor requirements, coupled with the
employment generated in the area by the econamic activity
induced by the project, will exceed the ability of the area
to supply labor froan the pool of employed and underemployed
labor. While job opportunities for local persons will
improve, the overall effect may be an increase in the cost
of labor, at least in the short run.

- Price inflation of other resource inputs is likely with the
increased competition from the project.

- Local business will experience increased commerical
opportunities, but they may also face increased competition
as economies expand and attract larger-sized "chain types
operations to the area. Local firms also may be too small
or inexperienced to effectively compete for MX contracts.
Difficulties could also result if material and labor costs
are forced upward in response to direct and induced economic
growth.

In Ely, Nevada, and Delta, Utah, particularly, there is
concern over interaction and likely cumulative impacts from
concurrent construction of MX, the White Pine Power Project,
and the Intermountain Po,#er Project. Cumulative impacts
will int.sify growth concerns.

o Population inmigration
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- The large demands for direct and indirect labor will
necessitate high levels of inmigration, which could result
in secondary economic and social consequences.

- Increased competition for finished goods could induce
shortages and/or price inflation. The elderly and those on
fixed incomes will experience the most severe impacts.

- Deterioration of resident quality-of-life and increases in
crime, alcoholism, and mental health problems have been
cited as potential adverse growth impacts.

o Housing impacts

- The influx of persons into the project areas will place
heavy strain on local and regional housing, resulting in
increased housing prices and rents. A limited number of
local people will benefit, while others could be priced out
of the local area.

o Impacts on local government

- Demands on a wide range of public services (e.g., education,
health, water supply, wastewater treatment, and recreation
facilities) could increase public expenditures beyond the
capacity of local governments to meet them. However,
changes in the community tax base and federal impact
assistance could reduce upward pressure on local tax bills.

- Specific concern has been expressed regarding Air Force
preplanning and financial impact assistance. This includes
federal strategies currently in process; methods by which
local entities/residents apply for assistance; timing and
expected magnitude of forthcoming aid; and legislation
authorizing payment-in-lieu of taxes for sustaining
community infrastructure, particularly for support of
operations base employees and their families.

Land Use/Land Rights

Concern with effects on people who currently own or use lands
potentially required for the MX system has been repeatedly expressed.
Current uses include residential, agricultural, mining, and
recreational. Alternative future uses and secondary effects on nearby
communities are also relevant.

o Agricultural uses, particularly grazing on federal multiple-use
land administered by the BLM, are common to those areas
identified as geotechnically suitable. Land disturbed during
construction and the 25 sq nautical mi withdrawn and rights-of-
way needed for operations will not support grazing, and some
decline in this use will occur. Although the road networks of
the system will provide improved public access to remote areas,
there exist potential impacts on the co-use of lands for
agricultural, mining, and recreational purposes, particularly
areas utilized for offroad vehicles (ORV) recreation and

13



hunting activities.

o Alternative future land uses are also being investigated since
these represent opportunity costs. Important mineral deposits,
including coal, uranium, and precious metals, are known or
suspected in the potential deployment areas. Additional
dedicated recreational areas, including national parks,
wilderness areas, and ski resorts are being considered in some
of the proposed deployment areas.

Land ownership is another aspect of the land rights/land use issue.

o The large proportion of land in Nevada and Utah under federal
ownership is increasingly a source of conflict. Currently, the
"Sagebrush Rebellion," begun in Nevada, is spreading to
neighboring states; citizen desire for state control of present
federal lands includes much of the proposed MX deployment area.

o Although current MX proposals envision use of existing
BLM-managed federal land to the maximum extent possible, a
long-tem ccmmitment of land to other than state and private
control has been identified as a source of opposition. In
Utah, some requirement for state land appears inevitable and in
each state, rights-of-way through private land may be
necessary. These requirements will be minimized to the maximum
extent possible.

o Concurrently, citizen input has requested the federal
government to release other federal lands, both to substitute
for losses and to help local communities, some of which are
currently "landlocked" by federal lands, accomnodate MX-induced
growth through expansion.

Concern has arisen with respect to Air Force plans to minimize
direct and induced losses to alternative land users. Possible
mitigations identified by ranchers and area residents include range
improvements, project siting flexibility, land substitution for areas
lost, and monetary compensation.

Additional concerns are:

o Possibility of restrictions on civilian air space, during both
construction and operations.

o Ownership and responsibility for policing and maintaining roads
built by the Air Force. This issue includes access restraints
imposed on the public in the deployment area both duringconstruction and operations.

o Direct and induced growth of other transport modes, including
railroads and airports. The issue centers on growth
requirements, as well as responsibility for construction and
operational costs.

Water Resource1

| 14



Throughout the Nevada/Utah area, water resources are of great
concern. Public sentiment and available infomation indicate that few
unexploited water sources are to be found, groundwater and surface
water rights are mostly committed, water basin overdrafting is common,
and the potential for recharge and replacement is limited.

o Concern was expressed that installation of MX may intensify
existing competition among current users including mining,
agriculture, recreation, urban areas, energy suppliers, and
Native Americans.

o Much conu rnt was received regarding Air Force intentions to
follow state as opposed to federal water laws, as well as
coordination of its water resources progran in the Great Basin
with state officials.

o Concern was raised over Air Force strategies to minimize water
resource impacts on competing users. Project siting
flexibility, inportation of water from elsewhere, and purchase/
lease of local residents' water rights were identified by area
residents as possible mitigations.

Concern regarding water resource impacts results from the water
requirements for construction and dust control. In addition,
project-related effects on earth surface characteristics could increase
runoff, affect the course of existing channels, change drainage basin
balances, and diminish the quality of surface and groundwater supplies.

o Resident sentiment indicates that increased water use in a
water-short area will cause conflicts and objections beyond
those that now exist.

o Well-defined long-term monitoring programs are considered
important to accurately assess inter-groundwater basin flows
and impacts from Air Force water use.

In areas subject to flash flooding, the MX system with its road
networks and openable structures may require adequate protection
measures such as diversionary ditches, holding ponds, and berms along
openings.

Public Health and Safety

This issue has been a particularly volatile one, in large part
because of residents' fear of their states becoming nuclear targets
once MX is sited. Civil defense concerns and the issue of nuclear
fallout were repeatedly raised. However important such issues are,
they are not within the envirormental scope of the land selection/land
withdrawal EIS.

Other public health and safety issues were raised principally
because deployment of the MX missile system will involve the
transportation, storage, and handling of both rocket propellants and
radioactive materials. Further, the issue of accidental firing or
detonation was raised.
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Other resident concerns such as increases in ambient noise levels,
are not directly related to the missile system but stem from the
expected usage of large construction vehicles, from improvem~ents in the
road network to permit higher speed travel, and the increase in traffic
due to project requirements and induced population growth.

Archaeolcaical and Historical Resource

The land-use requirements of MX implementation could result in the
loss of cultural resources from both direct and indirect project
impacts. Not only will large areas of land surface be modif ied,
thereby affecting archaeological sites, but also secondary effects such
as increased human access, vandalism, erosion, and construction of
support facilities will contribute to the destruction of cultural
resources. This situation poses an important problem for 1DC, since
recent federal legislation mandates:

" The determination of potential project effects on cultural
resources

" The preservation of sites in s..itu or the preservation of
historical and archaeological data that might otherwise be
irretrievably lost as a result of project implementation

In addition, many citizens question Air Force intentions regarding
state and local government legislation pertaining to the management of
cultural resources in their respective jurisdictions. Principal
concerns focus on the need to acquire archaeological data from both
primary and secondary sources. Air Force strategies to preserve
identified sources were questioned. Project siting flexibility and
protection of sites have been most commnonly identified as potential
solutions.

Eknera Resources

Construction and operation of the MXD system will create demand for
nonrenewable resources, including electrical energy and petroleum
products. Although the development of geothermal, solar, or wind
energy sources to serve the system is under review, the issue of energy
demand/supply remains very significant to local agencies and residents.

o There has been real interest in alternative energy sources and
of public access to technology and any power surplus.

o Cancellations and postponements of electric generating plant
projects in the past several years has led to resident concern
over the adequate supply of electricity during the 1980s. In
addition, continued upward pricing of petroleum by the
Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) and

4 occasional supply withdrawals have led to rapid escalation of
gasoline prices and occasional nonavailability of fuel.
Residents fear competition for their scarce energy supplies.

o Concern centers on where and how the Air Force will obtain
needed energy supplies. Consumers fear loss of energy
availability to them, and more rapid price increases than
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otherwise. They have questioned whether the Air Force will, in
fact, find it necessary to construct additional generating
facilities, and if so, where, what type, and whether civilian
co-use of facilities would be considered.

o Related concerns center on impacts on proposed generating
facilities, principally the White Pine Power Project in Nevada
and the Intermountain Power Project in Utah.

Terrestrial and Aquatic Bioloyl

Public concern has centered on the construction and operation of
the MX system as it adversely impacts vegetation and the habitat of the
deployment area. The basic fear is that these impacts are potentially
large and could have far-reaching effects.

Vegetation/=aitat

o Construction of MX facilities will impact vegetation/habitat
primarily through direct removal of plants. The requirement of
large amounts of sand and gravel during construction also would
disrupt large land areas and associated vegetation.

o Sane areas of natural vegetation will be lost at least for the
operating life of the project as a result of the induced
population growth.

o Additional ecosystem effects may result from disruption of
surface water flow, which is vitally important in determining
the distribution of plants and animals in arid areas.
Groundwater withdrawal for construction could cause impacts to
groundater-dependent species.

o The growth of opportunistic, invasive, or weedy plant species,
e.g., halogeton, during and following construction, has also
been identified by area ranchers as a particular problem.

o Although the issue of aquatic organisms was raised less
frequently, habitat disturbances may also adversely impactaquatic and riparian organisms. Impacts that would reduce the
aesthetic or recreational value of water or water-associated

i (riparian) habitats are of concern, especially since surface
waters are limited in supply.

o Current information indicates that groundwater supplies are
limited and recharge rates low. Public concern has beenexpressed over any water drawdowns which could induce secondary
impacts on surface water, hence, aquatic habitats.

U ~Terretril Animnals

o Organizations and residents have stated that MX-related
alterations in the existing habitat will adversely affectterrestrial animals in the area. Concern is particularly high
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for animals having significant recreational, aesthetic, or
economic importance, such as pronghorn antelope, deer, bighorn
sheep, wild horses, wild burros, gamebirds, songbirds, raptors,
and furbearers.

o Direct project effects include habitat loss, restrictions on
movenent, and distrubances such as noise and human presence.

o Indirect project effects, related primarily to project-induced
population growth, will result from community development,
increased human activity (primarily recreation), and
introduction of exotic species.

Protected Soecies

o Perhaps the most frequently raised concern centered upon
habitat disturbantr v1 increased human activity resulting from
the MX project z: %,sible adverse impacts upon terrestrial
animals prott* 4. &ate and federal laws. Loss of habitat,
food, or wz-it * ,-, and general disturbance (noise, presence
of humans, . e raised as central issues. Induced
population a .ulting from MX deployment will affect
protected w x, - .gh increased human activity, primarily
recreatior, ad tCse introduction of exotic species.

o Deployment ot MX may impact plant species that are protected by
state i:r federal law. One of the major effects of MX
construction on protected plant species would be habitat
disturbance or loss. In addition to direct removal of plants
by construction equipment, potential for serious impacts lies
in the alteration of drainage patterns and increased erosion.

o While few plant species have been formally proposed for federal
listing, many have been identified for consideration as
threatened or endangered, and many states are in the process of
establishing procedures for protection of rare plants. In the
absence of adequate information on the locations and
distribution of rare and unique species, damage could be done
unknowingly to the habitats of these species.

o The increased population expected to result from manpower
requirements holds the potential for negative impacts to
protected plant species, particularly as this growth most
likely will occur in previously underpopulated areas.
Recreation activities can directly destroy plants and their
habitats, as well as alter drainage patterns, increase erosion
potential, and increase the collection of desert plants.

o o Protected aquatic species, although less frequently found, were
also identified as an issue.

o For anticipated biological impacts, repeated suggestions wereI made for in-depth field study as well as long-term monitoring.
In many instances, concerned individuals argued that
essentially only project siting away from such biologically
sensitive areas would prevent irreparable harm.
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Comments emphiasized the generation of high levels of fugitive dust
because of the mnount of disturbed area and operational activities.
Additionally, air quality deterioration would result from the personnel
requirements for construction, operations, and maintenance, generating
significant amounts of combustion pollutants by automobiles, heavy
construction equipment, operations equipment, and other vehicles.

o Development in proximity to some designated areas has a
potential for negative impacts on the air quality of pristine
areas. In particular, construction and use of the extensive
road network and relatively long road segments are prime
sources of the generation of fugitive dust that may affect
areas some distance away.

o The issue of Air Force compliance with state air quality laws
was raised. There also was concern over the scarcity of
relevant baseline air quality data in the Nevada/Utah
deployment area, as well as citizen awareness of the need for
long-term air quality monitoring programs.

Native Americans

The proposed siting of the MX system in Nevada/Utah has created
negative responses from Native Americans. Specifically, sensitive
Native American issues include potential for impacts to sacred places,
restriction of access to sacred places, destruction of ancestral sites,
and conflicts with the senior water rights of reservations.

o Direct land use/land rights impacts are feared from project
siting and required rights-of-way. Water conflicts are
expected by Indians as a result of water requirement for MX.

o Indirect impacts may result from economic and demographic
growth, and from access restrictions required for security.

o These Native American concerns include degradation of
quality-of-life and fear of likely destruction of fragile
desert ecosystems.

o Public suggestions to minimize negative effects include
avoidance of places of cultural significance by establishing
both the location of such places and the attitudes of Native

U Anericans toward them. Avoidance of water rights conflicts is
most likely through siting the project in an area where water

* availability is relatively greater and there are few Indian3 reservations.

Ctucin a -r
Proj ect construction will require large quantities of cenent, sand

and gravel, and steel. There will also be demand f or asphalt, lumber
and other building materials.
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o Public concern has centered most on cement, sand and gravel
resources. Basic concerns include increased competition for
resources, widespread local shortages, and dramatic upward
pressure on prices.

o Residents are concerned that alternative use demands will be
preempted in the short run, and then as prices rise, that
higher construction costs will ultimately force up prices of
finished goods.

o Questions also center on where the Air Force intends to obtain
resource supplies, particularly sand and gravel. Use of local
borrow pits may create environmental degradation and preempt
local consumption.
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ISSUES RAISED AT MX EIS SOOP1RG MEETINGS
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r MX EIS u:SCO PING MEETINGS

Issues Raise by Public as

Recorded by BLM - January 1980
U, *

4i O~4
Vu U 'ol t

~~ii~~ 0 43 05 4 >(5 4

Estimated number of people in attendance ' I Si i I

at each meeting f-rca

AIR QUALITY
Comply with air quality laws.

Air pollution effects during constructi n.x x

VGTTO N| T0 ,0-

Geae Halogeton on disturbed soils.m o

Disturbances difficult to revegetate. x xtImpacts on endangered plants. Xi o

tImpacts on threatened, rare, endangered
species. xHabitat improvements for compensation. xImpacts on riparian habitat, deer trails x x

Migratory bird impacts. x
Impacts on wild horses, wildlife

preserves. x

GEOLOGIC SETTING, TOPOGRAPHY AND SOILS
Desert soils fragile, erodible, show
tracks. x

Study seismic potential. x

WATER RESOURCES
Reduce public, private water supplies. x x x x x x x
Ccmply with Federal, State water laws. x
Need compensation for any water losses. x
Flash flooding hazards. x
Include local water data in study. x
Effects of new wells on old wells. x x
Conflict between Federal and State
water laws. x
Subsidence from water over usage.
Indian water rights dispptes. X

CULTURAL RESOURCES
Indians claim some Federal lands are
theirs. x

Inventory, protect cultural values. x x
Paleontological inventory and protection
Protect Indian burial grounds. X
Indians deprived of cultural needs x x x x xI
(berries, nuts, wood, etc.).
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MX EIS SCOPING MEETINGS
Issues Raised by Public as

Recorded by BLM - January 1980

4'4

4J 0 j

I 0 I'*.I0 W > 004

Public Issue: W Z O Z 4 U 4 = (n
1-4~~ ~ ~ ~ V 0f - * Oa 0 -4

LAND USES
RANGE USE OR AGRICULTURE
Reduced or lost grazing rights. x X X X X X x X X
Reduced grazing during constrLtion. x x
Compensation for range loss (Improve-
ments).x
Need for range improvement research. x
Increased livestock harrassment from
roads. x

Dissected ranches reduces carrying
capacity. x
Increased rustling. x

Keep open cattle driveways.

MINING
Unhindered continued mineral develop-
ment. x X x
Interference with existing mining claim x x I x
Continue use pres. equipment, explosiveE
for mining. xx

CHANGING ENVIRONMENT
Consideration of proposed, existing
wilderness areas. x x
Impacted pristine desert landscape. x

* Rapid change from rural to urban setting. x x x
Change in local weather conditions. x
Impact on visual resources. x
Impact on Indian spiritual lands. x

Ii
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MX EIS SCOPING MEETINGS
Issues Raised by Public as
Recorded by BLM -January 1980 u

U
I 44 -H

4J 0-4

4 

W

Public Issue: 2.4( 4 : 0 W 
"

W4 4 10 0 0
WI U'.4 ,-4 6':-4'U U V In

-4 V ,0 -4 N M) V0 a%' 0 1-4
CD. - 1 - -4 1-41 N N N 4 (N (N M~ M

LAND USE (cont.)

OTHER USES

Limitations on air space use. xi x x x x
Actual location of base, bases. x
Types of land uses on bases. x
Increased hunting, fishing, recreation
pressures. x x x x
Length of time missile on loop road. x
Will "point security" be adequate. x
Impacts on ski areas. x x x
Local airport uses and impacts. x x
Include local transportation plans,
planning. x x
Impacts on all existing land uses. x x X x
Impacts on all existing resources. x x x x x x x
Travel restrictions around project
area. x
Impact on Desert Land Entry program. X
Deploy near exist, transportation
systems. x

Ownership, maintenance response of new
roads. x x

Impact on new National Park proposal. x
Increased ORV use in desert, other j
areas. x X

LAND ACQUISITION AND RIGHTS
BLM lands made available for community
expansion. xx x x x
Other than Federal land acquisition
process. x x
Total land area restricted, affected. x x
Administration of 3,000 ft. buffer. x
Administration of lands during
construction. x
Need private land acquisition offset
by Federal, State transfer. x
Project impact on Sagebrush Rebellion. x
Withdrawal process must be credible. x
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MX EIS SCOPING MEETINGS
Issues Raised by Public as

Recorded by BLM - January 1980

'44 .4

p go i 0pact

Infrasructur Cul 10 44 > 0 xIIIxINefoscoloeaigi I -1
x

i x >

Public Issue: rf -. 9 1

f__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -

4 q1 - 4* t 4 . - - -41-

SOCIOECONOMICI
Need for pre-impact financial aid. x x x x I
Infrastructure built prior to impact. x x x x x x x X x
Need for school operating money. x x x
Change in lifestyle, quality of life. X x X | x x x x
Impacts on existing local housing. x x x x X x
Local business involvement. x x X x
Distribution of people over project. x x
Local tax impacts. x x x x
Need for expanded health, safety, fire
police. x x x x x x x

Source of work force. x x
Need to maintain infrastructure buildu . x x
Impacts on local construction
activities, costs. x x x

Assistance for starting local business s. x x
Inflated local wages. x x x x x
Impacts on all existing local services, x xx x x x x
Payment in lieu of taxes. x x
Impacts on fixed incomes. x x x
Need for joint local, federal, socio- I I
economic planning x x x x x
Increased crime, delinquency, drugs,

alcohol x x
Greater demands for food, consumer
goods. x x x x xx
Threat to homogeneous communities. x
Want people, housing, businesses in
communities. x x x x

Will need increased welfare funds. x
Ethnic hiring will cause ethnic proble s. x
Small local businesses cannot compete. x
Need post high school education
facility. x

Added pressures on senior citizens
housing, costs. x

NONRENEWABLE RESOURCES
Sand, Aggregate Sources, Impacts. x x x x
Can local resources be used. x x
Impact on cement sources, costs. x x

ENERGY AND UTILITIES
Potential geothermal energy use. x
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MX EIS SCOPING MEETINGS
Issues Raised by Public as
Recorded by BLM - January 1980

% U
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Public issue: -4 -1 X I 4) to. -~0
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ENERGY AND UTILITIES (cont.)II
Availability of project utilities to
public. x x x

Future energy needs, resource impacts. x x x x x x
Proiritization of MX vs. energy
development. X
Availability of fuels during construc-
tion, 0 and X X X

II
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MX EIS SCOPING MEETINGSJ
Issues Raised by Public as
Recorded by BLM - January 1980

)x S 4-4 *.4
0J -4 >

> . I I~ .- W4) 0t n .c -'0U 0 0 O

U1 0 4) 0 4 >a 04~

0 - to 14- >f ~ 0 0 -Public Issue: (D 4 . 1 -4 4 t W

-4 V.. ',.4 C*. %1 N M N V D % -

Retoato foloin costutin -4 4 r-4 -4 4 r-44

OTHER ISSUES
Restoration following construction. x x

Region will become "target, sponge area' x xx x x X x
Environmental monitoring during

construction. x x
Danger to residents from missile. x X X X
Increased noise pollution. X
What are project alternatives, alt.
locations. x xx x x
Impacts if project is stopped mid
construction. X

Protection of local gov't from federal
corruption. X

If not deployed as proposed, what time
delay. X
Reclamation techniques after deactivation x x
Need to spread out all project impacts. X x X
Special project legislation needs. x x
Need socioeconomic, resource base line x
studies.

Study local, regional, national impacts. x
Address cumulative effects of project. x x x x
Impact of demobilization following
construction x x xx
Foreign materials impact on domestic
supplies. x

Need one federal liason agency for cont t. x
Need increased civil defense spending. x x
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ANALYSIS OF ISSUES AND DATA NEEDS FOR HK( EIS

I. AIR QUALITY

A. Concerns and information for the MX EIS

1. Dust problems (particulates) during construction and
operation are an impact.

a. What are the amounts of dust which will be created
without control measures? With control measures?

b. What steps will be taken to control dust during
construction and operation?

1. If by water, what amounts are required and where will
these amounts be obtained? What are the naturally
occurring contaminants of water that will be released
to the air or soil when the water evaporates?

2. If by chemical means, what chemicals will be used and
what are their effects on air and water?

3. If by use of asphalt-type hard surfacing, what are the
types and amounts of hydrocarbons and other chemicals
which will eventually evaporate or leach out?

2. Gaseous air quality problems (nitrous oxides, sulfur
dioxides, ozone, and hydrocarbons) caused by urban growth
are impacts.

a. Information from EPA Report Nuirber EPA-600/7-77--072a, a
report on energy projects in the West, indicates that the
majority of air quality problems come from triggered
urban growth, rather than the project itself. What are
the estimated amounts of nitrous oxides, sulfur dioxide,
ozone, hydrocarbons, and particulates associated with
this urban growth? The source should be listed in the
EIS.

3. Degradation of visibility (short and long-range) is a
problem.

a. By what amount will visibility be degraded? Will this be
a permanent degradation?

4. Increases in airborne toxic elements (berylliumn, arsenic,
boron, cadmium, chromium, copper, selenium, and lead) and
radioactive particles as a result of disturbance is an

impact.



a. What elements of concern exist naturally in the soils to
be disturbed? What levels of naturally occurring
radioactivity exist? What increase can be expected in
these airborne elements, and what significance can be
attributed to this increase?

5. Other concerns

a. What is the length of necessary time estimated for
revegetation and soil consolidation to reduce the amount
of dust caused by construction?

b. What areas will be affected by a degradation of air
quality? By what amounts will air in these areas be
degraded? A map showing pollution level contours is
suggested.

c. What will be the effect on air quality frce heating and
and air conditioning facilities and power plants located
on military bases?

d. What provisions will be made to protect air quality in
wilderness areas and national parks (Class I and Class II
nonattainment areas) ?

e. Will the desert respiratory ailment known as Valley Fever
(reportedly transmitted by spores) become a problem as a
result of increased activity?

II. WILLIFE

A. Concerns and Information for the MX EIS

1. Interruption of big game migration patterns is an impact on:

I a. Mule deer

Ib. Wapiti (American elk)

c. Pronghorn

d. Desert bighorn sheep

e. Exotics (oryx, ibex, etc.,)

I 2. Big game seasonal ranges will be affected.

i a. Winter range, smmer range, etc.

b. Reproduction areas (calving, fawning, etc.,)

3. Harassment of feral horses and burros into other ranges.
What will be this inact?

12!;



4. Disturbance of critical habitats for threatened and/or
endangered species (both state and federally listed) is an
impact on:

a. Mammals

b. Birds

c. Reptiles and amphibians

d. Insects

e. Plants

5. There will be impacts on State and Federal Wildlife Refuges
from increased human activities.

6. Livestock from allotments where construction is planned may
be moved onto adjacent allotments. Forage allocations for
wildlife, feral horses, and feral burros will be impacted.

7. Project structures will harass migratory birds.

8. Data needs for the EIS:

a. Maps of seasonal ranges, special areas, migration routes,
etc.

b. Lists of threatened and endangered species, distribution
maps, and location of critical habitats.

c. Location of wildlife refuges.

d. Vegetative-type maps, allotment maps, carrying capacity
estimates, etc.

e. Survey of proposed MX-related structure heights, location
of migration pathways.

f. Additional needs

1. Small game population and harvest data

2. Big game harvest data

3. Estimates of poaching and highway kill losses at
present and projected human population levels

4. Nwber of permits, licenses, etc. needed for proper
harvest levels in 1979-80

5. Estimates on how these permits, licenses, etc., should
be modified in face of expanded human populaticns.

I
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6. Location of springs and seeps.

III. VBGETmL'IN

A. Concerns and information for the MX EIS

1. Reduction of range acreage and forage production will cause
overgrazing and vegetation deterioration. This will also
result in accelerated erosion.

2. Increased runoff will cause sediment distribution and affect
vegetative cover in low lying areas.

3. Revegetation is difficult and a problem due to climate and
soil conditions.

4. Additional water will need to be allocated if supplemental
water is used to aid revegetation in critical areas.

IV. GECLOGY, TOPOGRAPHY, AND SOILS

A. Concerns and infonmation for the MX EIS

1. Stability of rock slopes and talus slopes during subgrade
mining and other construction is a concern.

a. A stability and/or geotechnical analysis of talus slopes

and rock slopes should be done.

2. Seismic activity in the area is a concern.

a. A survey of past earth movement or future potential for
such movement should be done.

3. Stability of valley floors is a concern.

a. A stability study of valley floors should be done on:

1. Rock-faults, fractures, and subsidence

2. Soils-shrink, swell, and corrosivity

4. Geological infotmation sources:

a. Fugro Consultants

b. USGS

c. State contacts

3d. Mining canpanies

e. Universities

I : 4
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5. Soil erosion hazards (wind and water) need to be determined
in order to provide adequate control measures that minimize
erosion effects on disturbed areas.

6. Runoff and flooding from adjoining slopes will affect
structures, roads, and cause sedimentation. water diversion
systems will be needed for protection. Natural drainage
ways will be affected.

7. Location of coarse aggregate sources for construction
materials will cause soil disturbance and require
reclamation of these borrow areas. Borrow areas need to be
stabilized and restored to a land form shape that is
compatible with the area. Restoration must control runof f,
minimize soil loss, and establish proper ground cover.

8. Road location and construction will be affected by soil
properties such as shrink-swell potential and soil strength.

9. Revegetation procedures in a critical revegetation region
will also be affected byq soil properties.

10. Information needs for the EIS:

a. Land resource area data, general soil survey maps, and
interpretations will provide a broad soil and setting
overview inventory to identify specific area concerns.

b. Detailed soil survey reports will provide needed data for
specific and critical area concerns.

c. Specific field studies will be necessary to provide data
where detailed soil surveys are not available.

V. WATER RESOURCES

A. Concerns and information for the MX EIS

1. Land disturbance during construction will alter surface
drainage; disturb vegetation; and increase erosion, sediment
load, and flood potential.

2. MX-related water use will affect existing uses of:

a. Municipal, industrial, and private dcuestic supplies.

b. Irrigation

c. Livestock and grazing

d. Wildlife

e. Recreation
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f. Minimum in-stream fl1w requirements

3. Will acquisition of appropriate water rights be in
accordance with federal and state laws.

4. Will Native American water rights be affected?

5. The EIS should estimate water usage amounts, quality, and
sources needed for construction and operation.

6. Amounts, quality, and sources of water to be used for
revegetation and animal watering needs to be identified.

7. Water amounts needed to wash aggregate to remove various
undesirable campounds; for construction should be addressed.

a. The disposal technique for aggregate wash water should be
outl ined.

8. The EIS should identify the water usage for fugitive dust
control.

9. Identify the wastewater treatment to be used at construction
sites, shelters, and bases.

10. Wastewater rLeclamation techniques to be used should be
addressed.

11. What monitor ing procedures to ensure that pu~mping does not
affect existing pools and springs will be used?

12. What wastewater reuse will be practiced?

13. What is the degree of wastewater treatment to be practiced?
Secondary? Tertiary?

14. Information needs

a. A detailed hydrologic investigation should be done

b. Evaluation of the MX( area sources including:

1. Im~act on existing use

2. Monitoring procedures

3. mitigative measures

c. Evaluation and/or identification of alternative sources

should be done.

d. Water quality should be studie, for requirements of
proposed use with regard to:

3 6
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1. Effect on concrete usage

2. Changes through tine

VI.* CULTURAL RESOURCES

A. Concerns and information for the MX( EIS

1. The Air Force and BLM have responsibility f or comnpliance
with historic preservation statutes and regulations.

a. The Air Force has assumed primary responsbility.

2. Cultural resource inventory and evaluation is required for

the EIS.I
a. A discussion of the nature and types of cultural resource

values (including historic properties) should be done f or
the study area.

b. A determination of adverse effect on the undertaking
(i.e., construction and operation, population growth and
inadvertent damage during construction) should be done.

c. Avoidance or satisfactory mitigation of those a dverse
effects should be identified.

3. Sixteen U.S.C. Section 407f, as amended, 90 Stat. 1320,
which protects projects eligible for or included in the
National Register of Historic Places, outlines the following
requirements for any federal undertaking:

a. Potential affected properties listed on or eligible for
listing on the National Register must be identified in
the EIS.

b. The Air Force must consult with the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation with respect to effects on these
properties.

C. Cultural resources must be considered in planning and
implementing the project.

4. A programmatic Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is being
developed. It will enable the Air Force to avoid or
satisfactorily mitigate adverse effects on historic

* I properties. It will also ensure that the EIS will be in
compliance with cultural resource legislation.

3 a. The MOA will consider adverse impacts on cultural
* resources fran:

* 3 1. The construction and operation of MXV project.

2. Population imnpacts as a result of MX
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3. inadvertent damage during pre-construction studies

b. Inventory studies described in the MOA will identify
pertinent resources in or eligible for inclusion in the
National Register.

5. The Air Force, in consultation with BLM and Nevada and Utah
State Historic Preservation Officers, will determine
cultural resource impacts and their significance.

a. Guidelines will be developed for data recovery or other
appropriate protection methods if cultural resources
cannot be avoided by' project redesign or relocation.

6. Pursuant to the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of
1978 (P.L. 95-341), the ?flA allows the Air Force to consult
with contemporary groups that have cultural ties to the
study area, to identify locations and issues of concern to
them, and to work with the parties to this MDA in resolving
conflicts. The EIS will take the identified concerns of
these groups into consideration during implementation of
this Agreement.

VII. LAND USE

A. Concerns and information for the MXV EIS

1, Range use and agriculture

a. Acreage of rangeland that will be taken out of grazing
and used-as roads, shelter sites, and other structures
will have significant impact on the total grazing
capacity of the area.

b. Deterioration of range site conditions in conditions in
disturbed areas will cause reduction of forage production
and impact the carrying capacity (AIIM's) of the area.

c. Supplemental feeding, reduction in herd size, or
adjustments in grazing allotments may be required when
construction and available grazing acreage is reduced.

1. Compensation for grazing disruption raises the issue
of federal land management philosophy. Grazing on
federal lands is a privilege, not a right. Therefore,
the EIS must explore and discuss the rationale and
legal ramifications of compensation for grazing
disruption caused by a federal action of federally
permitted grazing lands.

d. Revegetation of disturbed areas will be critical.
Successful restoration of desirable vegetation is
difficult due to climatic and soil conditions.

8
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e. The invasion of halogeton and other invader or
undesirable plants in disturbed areas will be a problem.

1. Control measures (e.g., poisons) will cause other
inracts and should be outlined.

f. Restrictions on vehicles and control on access roads
through grazing are s during grazing periods will be
needed to protect livestock. Increased off-road vehicle
traffic will cause vegetation and soil disturbances,
reducing vegetation and soil disturbances reducing forage
production and accelerating erosion.

g. Additional water will need to be allocated if
supplemental water is used for revegetation of critical
areas.

h. Methods for road crossings through fenced allotnents to
accomodate the Transporter Erector-Launcher and other
oversized vehicles should be identified (e.g., gates,
cattle guards, etc.)

i. To determine forage production, stocking rates and
impacts, range site and conditions or equivalent
vegetation inventories are needed.

j. A revegetation plan outlining procedures for successful
restoration of disturbed areas (including borrow pits and
water diversion structures) is needed in the EIS.

2. Mineral exploration and reoovery

a. The mining and mineral industry must be considered not
only from a corporate view point, but also from a public
concern. Present and potential mineral deposits need to
be mapped, as do reserves of various energy producing
fuels such as oil shale, gas, oil, and coal. Common
mining and exploration methods may require a buffer area
between production sites and any installation because of
subsidence, stability blasting, etc.

b. Valid (prior) existing mineral rights must be addressed.
* These rights can only be repealed by Congress.

1. Valid existing rights include mineral location mineral
*leasing, and mineral material disposal.

2. Valid existing rights include access to these mineral
rights.

3. An inventory and identification of all existing and
valid rights to mining claims located on the grounds
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to be impacted, (based on BLM Mining Claim
Recordation) should be done. How MX development
and/or surface occupance will address these rights
should also be included.

c. The MX project use of mineral materials will have an
impact on local use and availability.

d. The MX project will have an impct on exploration and
development of valuable minerals.

3. Chancing Environment - The MX project will create
significant changes in the landforms and vegetation of the
lands where the project will be located. It will also place
new structures upon the landscape. Changes in opportunities
for dispersed and primitive forms of recreation; rural to
urban settings; increased personnel ceilings; park forests
and refuge impacts; and cumulative project oriented impacts
will also occur. Specific concerns relating to the changing
environment follows:

a. All actions occurring on BLM-managed lands which affect
the appearance of the landscape are required under FLPMA
and Bureau policy to be considered in terms of visual
resource management objectives. These objectives require
that such actions be understood and managed to be
cnmpatible with the natural character and visual quality
of the landscape.

b. Therefore, all phases of the MX project must include
considerations for scenic quality including how people
feel about the proposed visual changes, and how the
change may be seen. Mitigative measures must then be
measured so that the project will be visually acceptable.

c. The process of identifying, mapping, evaluating, and
managing the visual resources has been undertaken on a
majority of public lands as a result of the Bureau's
planning process. The remaining lands must be
inventoried and classified while preparing the EIS. BLM
will furnish its manual series 8400 to be used as a
guide.

d. Diminishing opportunities for "solitude and primitive and
unconfined foms of recreation." (Wilderness Act Section
2c) will result.

1. Due to the influx of people, primitive, passive forms
of recreation will be reduced. More people means less
solitude; more recreation conflicts; and more impacts
upon the environment such as increased off-road
vehicle impacts and increased rates of vandalism and
other forms of depreciative behavior. Those
recreationists seeking high quality recreational
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experiences will be impacted to a certain degree.

e. Changes fram a rural setting to pockets of an organized
environment will occur.

1. Changes to environmental resources having statewide
and regional affects will occur. Agricultural and
grazing lands will be lost. Migratory bird species
typically utilizing lands proposed for use by the MX
system will be disrupted. The ecology of the region
will be affected. Lower forms of plant and animal
species who have adapted to the harsh climate of the
area will be disrupted and possibly displaced.
Archaeological resources will be irretrivably lost
both wantonly and out of neglect.

f. Protection of the environment requires a greater
commitment of federal, state, and local government
agencies.

1. Because of a greater influx of people into an area
considered sparsely populated, a public outcry for
protection of environmental resources and greater
management of the land (i.e., zoning) will result.
This means it is possible the BLM and other agencies
will need to increase their staffs to manage people,
and control impacts.

g. Increased use of existing adjacent parks; refuges;
forest; other areas of special concern; and proposed
areas will occur.

1. Undoubtedly, more people coming to the towns and
communities associated with the MX proj ect will want
to enjoy such areas as Zion National Park, Death
Valley National Monument, the California Desert
Conservation area. This will require increased
nagement of those adjacent units. The Great Basin

National Park in Nevada will need to be addressed
regarding potential MX impacts to this proposed park
uni t.

h. Cumulative ef fects of other projects coupled with the MX
project needs to be addressed.

1.* A number of other projects are either in construction
or anticipated in the region. Such projects as the
Intermountain Power Plant, solar energy development,
and others will all have cumulative effects upon the
environment. With these projects and the MX project,
a major question needing an answer is what will be the
long-term ef fects on the environment that is today
sparsely populated, rural, and vitally undeveloped.



i. The following is an identification of necessary
information and data to address public and BLM concerns
in the EIS:

1. Executive orders 11988 and 11990 concerning
development in wetlands and floodplain areas. Are
there any such areas within the bounds of the MIX
project?

2.* BLM wilderness inventory areas in Utah and Nevada.

3. Lists of all endangered plant and animal species and
their habitat ranges (Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Native Plant Society). Both federal a.,1d
state lists are needed as well as proposed lists.

4. Inventories of all federal, state, and county parks,
refuges, and other special areas in not only Utah and
Nevada, but also adjacent states.

5. State air and water quality standards. Noi se
standards in nearby towns and cumunities may also be
required.

4. Other Uses

a. The project will place impacts upon the quality of and
anount of use in designated wilderness areas, as well as
potential and proposed wilderness areas.

1. Designated Wilderness areas have been identified in
the MX site selection process. However, all other
National Forest lands and public lands are under going
wilderness review for potential further designation.I The U.S. Forest Service, through its RARE II process,
identified such potential areas. BLM as required
under FLP14A has also identified similar areas. TheseI BLM wilderness study areas are managed to maintain the
area's suitability for preservation as wilderness by
allowing compatible resource use. This management

policy remains until such restrictions are released.

2. The wilderness interim management policy for public
lands will either be removed by the suitable BLM State1 Director when wilderness designation is determined
inappropriate, or by Congress when the area is
designated wilderness or removed from further
consideration. The BEM will notify the Air Force when
a Bureau determination is made. However, ultimately
wilderness decision will only be made by Congress.
This will undoubtedly be a key land need issue

U regarding the MX Project.

3. Guidelines for management in wilderness review areas
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are found in the Bureau's publication, "Interim
Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under
Wilderness Review, dated December 12, 1979. This will
be made available for the EIS.

b. The project will place inpacts on recreational use in the
area.

1. Loss of open space opportunities for primitive and
dispersed forms of recreation will occur.

2. Recreation user conflicts will increase due to greater
competition for recreation areas. This will affect
the quality of the recreation experiences.

3. Increases in off-road vehicle (ORV) use of the desert
will create greater demand for competitive events and
nccampetitive ORV use.

4. Trail use will increase requiring regular schedules of
maintenance. Historic trails, including Escalante,
Pony Express, and Kanosh/Goshute are within the
proposed MX area.

5. The influx of construction workers and the remaining
permanent population will create an increased demand
for new and expanded intensive recreation facilities
(e.g., more campgrounds, picnic areas, ORV parks,
horse trails, etc.)

6. There will be an increase in overall recreational use
in the surrounding area due to the availability of
roads.

7. To keep pace with the expected increased demand for
quality recreational experiences, a greater need at
all levels of government to increase recreation
planning and management efforts (e.g., greater
personnel needs - hiring of recreational and ORV
specialists, interpretive specialists, etc.) will be

*required
8. There will be an increased need to protect and

preserve valuable and sensitive recreation resources
* I such as proposed and existing wilderness areas,

national natural landmarks, historic trails,
archaeological resources, etc.

*c. The projects will create increased litter control
programs

d. The project will create wind erosion problems. Control
measures should be outlined in the EIS

I
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I
e. The following information and data needs should be

addressed in the EIS:

1. How many areas and acres identified as Wilderness
Study Areas in the EM's wilderness program stand in
conflict with the MX Project regarding inpairment of
wilderness characteristics

2. How many ORV events have taken place in the proposed
MX area? How many more ORV events can be expected to
be demanded due to the influx of people

3. Identify all historic and recreation trails. A
judgment on increased maintenance personnel should
also be made

4. An inventory of the number of campground units, camp
sites per unit, and picnic areas to determine future
needs should be made

VIII. LAND ACQUISITION AND RIGHTS

IX. SOCIOEOD"3XIC

The highest priority in the EIS should be assigned to
socioeconomic impacts. This includes effects from construction and
operation of the system on the people (present residents and
construction/operating forces and their families); effects on state and
local governments; and effects on existing and local economies

A. Concerns and information for the MX EIS

1. The first step in the assessment of socioeconomic impacts is
a more precise projection of employment and population.
Projections should be made for each year on:

a. Construction work force and operating workforce

1. By civil ian/mil itary

2. By local hire, permanent inmigration, temporary
inmigration, and long-range commuters

a. For each, the nmrier with families
b. The resulting secondary workforce (explain the

methodology used)

c. The nuMber of unemployed attracted to MX employffeent

2. Final projection of:

a. population
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b. Ntuber and size of householde,

c. Nuber of school children

d. Emploiyment per household

3. Projections must be divided by states

a. Should be allocated to counties

b. Should be allocated to communities

4. The major categories of socioeconanic impact include:
Housing, Local Governiment Services and Fiscal Impacts,
Social Effects, and Economic Activities

a. Housing - The first and most noticeable impact of rapid
large-scale developmnent is on housing. The EIS must give
major attention to housing and associated infrastructure
(water and sewer systems, and streets)

1. Require projections of permanent and temporary housing
for each year on:

a. Single family, multi-family, mobile home, group
housing (this should be by preference, and by
expect ed type)

b . By same areas as employment and population
projection

2. Assess effects on present housing by:

a. Reduction of present vacancy rate

b. Inflation of sales prices, rents, mobile hane lot
fees

c. Estimates of overcrowding

3. Assess potentials for, and constraints on, new
* permanent and temporary housing dependent upon:

a. Availability of buildable land (private, state,* I public lands)

b. Availability of home builders and skilled labor
force

c. Availability of water and sewer systems (capacity
of present systems, need to meet EPA requirements)

d. Survey of: Land use plans, zoning ordinances,
building codes, housing codes enforcement
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b. Nuber and size of households

c. Number of school children

d. EmIployment per household

3. Projections must be divided by states

a. Should be allocated to counties

b. Should be allocated to communities

4. The major categories of socioeconomic impact include:
Housing, Local Government Services and Fiscal Impacts,
Social Effects, and Economic Activities

a. Housing - The first and most noticeable impact of rapid
large-scale develcqzent is on housing. The EIS must give
major attention to housing and associated infrastructure
(water and sewer systems, and streets)

1. Require projections of permanent and temporary housing
for each year on:

a. Single family, multi-family, mobile home, group
housing (this should be by preference, and by
expected type)

b. By same areas as employment and population
projection

I2. Assess effects on present housing by:

a. Reduction of present vacancy rate

I b. Inflation of sales prices, rents, mobile home lot
fees

I c. Estimates of overcrowding

*3. Assess potentials for, and constraints on, newJ permanent and tempo~rary housing dependent upon:

a. Availability of buildable land (private, state,I public lands)

b. Availability of home builders and skilled laborI force

c. Availability of water and sewer systems (capacity
of present systems, need to meet EPA requirements)

Ud. Survey of: Land use plans, zoning ordinances,
building codes, housing codes enforcement
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capabilities of local governments

4. growth inflation in costs on:

a. Site acquisition and develcpnent

b. Building costs

c. Financing (considering interest rates and
downpayments)

5. Relate projected housing costs to projected
household incomes.

6. Project numbers of present residents who will no
longer be able to afford housing in area

7. Estimate land use requirements for residential
purposes

b. Local Governments

1. Services Required

a. School: project numbers of classrooms, by level
(elementary, high)

b. Water and sewer: project gallons per day
requirements demand for water pumping and
distribution systems demand for sewage collection
and treatment systems

c. Highways and streets: project increases in traffic

volume

project demands for improvement of present system

project demands for new roads and highways
(public) and new local streets (part of housing
costs)

d. Health and hospitals: public facilities demand for
typically private--doc ors, clinics

e. Other local services: parks, recreation, library,
welfare, soci&. se-rvices

f. Public safety: police, fire, courts

g. General government: administration and support

h. Project capital costs for these services for
permanent and temporary population
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iProject operating and maintenance costs over life
of projects for these services considering built-in
inflation of rapid growth

j. All cost figures in EIS should be in constant 1980
dollars

k. Sources of Revenues:

Local taxes:

Property
Sales
Service fees
Other

State shared taxes and grants

Gas tax
Sales tax
Vehicle taxes
School foundation aid
Other

Federal Assistance Programs
Primary examples of programs include: Farmers
Home Administration (FIIHA) commnunity facilitiesI loans, water and sewer loans, water and sewer
loans and grants

I Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) grants for
wastewater treatment facilities

I Housing and Urban Development (HUD) grants and
loans for cawnunity development

I Heritage Conservation & Recreation Service
(HCRS) grants for outdoor recreation

j Federal Aviation Agency (FAA) grants for
I airports

* 1. EIS must consider the significant constraints to3 obtaining sufficient federal assistance under
existing programs, including:

3 Problems of local capacity
U Federal policies and restrictions

Local problems in meeting assistance
requi rements

State restrictions on local actions
m. EIS must consider potential mitigation measures:
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Increases in local sales tax rate
State assistance
Targeted federal assistance programs
DOD prograns

Impact assistance to schools
Payments in lieu of taxes
Special impact assistance, patterned
after Trident program

n. EIS must demonstrate differential effects on:

Cities and towns, and local districts
Counties and school districts
State government

c. Social Effects

1. There must be a general discussion based on rapid
growth situations of:

a. Effect of MX system construction and operation on
life styles of present residents, differentiating
among working age families, elderly townspecple,
ranchers, miners, womien

b. Effects of speeded-up pace, congestion,
overcrowding

c. Inflation in prices and rents of housing

d. Recreational and cultural activities

e. Alcoholism and mental health problems

f. Crimes toward people and property

g. Problems of wives and children of construction
workers

jh. Potentials for employment among spouses of MX
workers and present residents

i. Effects of changes in quality of life on MX
construction and operation labor turnover,
productivity, construction delays

d. Economic Impacts - These are impacts that have been
identified by states, as well as BiLM

1. Effects on regional employment and unemployment
2. Needs for training programs for local residents to

assure potential for employment
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3. Projections of income levels, per capita and household

4. Effects of competition for:

a. Cement

b. Water

c. Labor

d. Financing

e. Energy on all construction costs in the region

5. Effects on present economic activities:

a. Agriculture, especially grazing

b. Mining and mineral development

c. Secondary business, especially effects of military
personnel spending onbase

d. Recreation/tourisaVtransportation (air, car, bus)

e. Industrial development

f. Local business

6. Effects on land values

a. What is the opportunity ost of using the BLM land?

7. Projected increased local spending for materials and
services for the MX system

5. Socioeconomic 1MRActs-ndian - The EIS will have to address
the Indian Socioeconomic impacts for each of the
reservations and colonies that are directly or indirectly
affected by MX. This will have to be done separately
because the Native Americans are autonomous

The construction and operation of the MX project will
stimulate the migration of Indian people to their respective
reservations or colonies. This action could double or
triple the Indian population and greatly expand their
socioeconmic problems

a. Indian employment and population projections should be
made for each year on:

1. Construction workforce and operation workforce
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I

I a. By reservation or colony

b. By local hire, permanent inmigration, temporary
Iinmigration, and long-range comimuters.

c. For each the number of families

I 2. The resulting secondary wcrkforce (explain methodology
used)

3. The number of unemployed attracted to the MX

employment

b. Final projection (by reservation or colony):

1. population

2. number and size of households

3. number of school children

4. employment per household

c. The major categories of socioeconomic impact include:
housing, Bureau of Indian Affairs and tribal government
services, fiscal impacts, social effects, and economic
activities

1. Housing-the first and most noticable inpact of rapid
large-scale development is on housing and associated
infrastructure.

a. Projections of permanent and temporary housing, by
reservation or colony including: Single family,
multi-family and mobile home

b. Assess effects on present housing

c. Assess potentials for, and constraints on, new
permanent and temporary housing dependent upon:

1 Availability of buildable land
Availability of home builders and skilled labor
force
Availability of water and sewer systems (capacity
of present systems)

d. Project costs of housing based on usual rapid
growth inflation in costs on:
Site acquisition and development
Building costs

i Financing (HD)

e. Relate projected housing costs to projected
household incomes
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f. Project numbers of present residents who will no
longer be able to afford housing on the

reservations or colonies

2.* Local Governments

a. Education - project number of seats by levels
(elementary and high school)

b. Water and Sewer - project gal/day requirements,
demand for water pumping and distribution systems,

demand for sewage collection and treattment systems

c. Streets - project demands for new roads and local

costs)

~ 1d. Health and Hospitals - U.S. public health services
demand for doctors, clinics, and emergency services

e. Other local services Project demands clarification
of water and grazing rights, Indian business
enterprises, financial assistance, job placementI and training, law enforcement services, social
services, Tribal government services, Tribal
planning services, Contracting and Grants
Administration, personnel services, financial
management, and management services (engineering,
property, and safety)

f. Project capital costs for these programs for
permanent and temporary populations

g. Project operating and maintenance costs for these
services over life of project. (Consider built-in
inflation of rapid growth)

h. Source of revenues - The prime source of finds is
thorugh federal appropriations. It is administered
through the Bureau of Indian Affairs. The tribalI groups are eligible and do receive grant and loan
f unds. Because the government has the trust
responsibility for the well being of the Indian
people, state and local taxes are not provided

i. Federal Domestic Assistance - Indian tribes and
Indian people are eligible for grants, loans, and
personnel services from hundreds of federal
programs. Such programs are listed in the "Catalog
of Federal Domestic Assistance."

j. The EIS must consider the significant constraints
to obtaining sufficient federal assistance under
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existing programs including:
Problems of local capacity
Federal policies and restrictions
Local problems on meeting assistance requirements -
matching monies
State restrictions

k. EIS must consider the potential mitigation
measures:
State assistance
Targeted federal assistance program
DOD program

Impact assistance to schools

1. EIS must demonstrate difference effects on:
All Indian reservations and colonies directly and
indirectly affected

3. Social Effects - There must be a general discussion
based on recent rapid growth situations regarding
reservations and colonies and Indian people living
throughout the target area

a. Effect of MX system construction and operation on
life styles of people, differentiation among
working age families, elderly, and women

b. Effects of speeded-up pace, congestion,
overcrowding

c. Inflation in prices and rents of housing

d. Recreational and cultural activities

e. Alcoholism and mental health problems

f. Crimes toward people and property

g. Problems of wives, children, elderly, of
construct ion workers

h. Potentials for employment among spouses of MX
workers and present residents

4. Econcnic Impacts - There are impacts which have been
identified by Indian people:

a. Needs for training programs to assure potential for
employment

b. Effects of competition for
Water
Labor
Financing
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c. Effects on present economic activities
Grazing
Services industries
Local business

d. Effects on land values cost of using BLM land-
grazing

d. Effects on land values cost of using BLM
land-grazing cost of purchasing land for
consider aton

e. Projected increased local spending for material and
services for the MX system.

X. NONRENEABLE RESOURCES AND CDNSIIWC3)1 MATERIALS

A. Concerns and information for the ?.X EIS

1. Long and short-term effects on the local region, the western
United States, and the United States should be considered
for use of the following materials:

a. Gasoline and other transportation fuels (diesel, aviation
fuel) -Use will increase drastically. How will this usage
be af fected by national energy policy and state f uel
allocations?

b. Cement - Will the increase in its use require increased
production at cement facilities? If so, what facilities
will likely be affected?

c. Steel - The estimates of steel usage by' type (e.g. rebar,
roll stock, pipe, etc.) should be addressed.

d. Other metals (aluminum, copper, chromium, titanium) How
will the use of these metals of other metals of high
interest affect current supplies?

e. Asphalt - How will its use for cluster roads, connecting
roads, base roads, and parking lots affect supplies?

f. Wood -although renewable, construction efforts will
undoubtedly produce a short-term supply shortage.

g. Local Materials - The use of any local resources (e.g.,
adobe, gravel, etc.) should be explained.

2. The use of aggregate machinery should be identified.

U a. Will use for this project cause a shortage to other
areas?

23



I 3. Storage of materials and equipument will tie up extensive
land areas for long periods of time. Explain these impacts.

XI.* ENEFY AND UTfILITIES

A. Concerns and information for the MX EIS

11. The necessary fuels to operate heating plants and air
conditioning units an bases or operating facilities shouldI be identified.

a. What are the air quality implications of these fuels?

2. For concerns on wastewater and water treatment facilities,I see Water Resources section.

3. The type and numnber of sanitary facilities used at shelters,
clusters, maintenance facilities, operating bases should be

14. The number and location of electrical transmission lines
should be identified in the EIS. Their transmission voltage
should also be included.

I5. Communication will be primarily by fiber optics link.
However, remote surveillance will apparently use radio
communications. Backup communications will probably be byI microwave. Where will all these towers be located? Some
locations will have to be coordinated with the Federal
Aviation Administration. What will the aesthetic effects of
these towers be on the dominant terrain features?

6. The use of alternate energy sources brings up a number ofj concerns:

a. What type of solar energy will be used (building heating,,
solar-assisted heat pumps, photovoltaic, high or lowI temperature)? Will inclement weather induce additional
electrical usage? if so, how much? Will storage be
required? If so, what type will be used?

Ib. The use of wind energy is mentioned. What type of output
is envisioned? Electrical? Will storage facilities

g (batteries) be required? How many and what size of wind
I machines will be used? What will be the overall aesthetic

c. Geothermal energy sources may be used. if so, how willI hydrogen sulfide, mercury, and argon concentrations,
which usually occur with geothermal development, be

3 handled? Geothermal sources are generally quite close to
5 the location of intended use. Where are the proposed

geothermal sites?
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7. What will building the MX systen do to the presently planned
energy projects in Utah and Nevada? There will be
competition for labor, materials (especially cement, water,
and financing, at least.

a. Project the effects on timing and costs for these
projects:

PROJFCT COMLETON

Intetmountain Power Plant: Lynndyl, Utah 1986-88
Transmission lines to California

Allen Warner Valley Complex 1985-88
Alton Mine, south Utah
Warner Valley Power Plant,St. George, Utah
Allen Power Plant, Clark County, Nevada
Coal slurry lines from mine to plants
Transmission lines from plants to S. Calif.

Rocky Mountain Gas Pipeline, proposed: 1985

c.17 T-7yo. to S. Calif.

Reid Garchner Power Plant #4, Clark County, Nevada 1983

Mountain Fuel Coal Casification Plant 1990

White Pine Power Plant, Ely, Nevada late 19P0s

Valrly Power Plant, Valmy Nevada mid 1980s

1rerrcrl u!r' Folr Power Plant proposed

(Descriptions of these :rojects can be provided)

XII. 09HER ISSUES

A. Concerns and Information for the M EIS

1. The FIS should contain more alternatives than the basic
"preferred" alternative presented by the Air Force. The
process of narrowing of potential sites throught the United
States must be included; It is desirable that at least one

*other major site be included. Furthermore, even within the
preferred area, there are significant differences in inyact
from different locations of the Operations Base. The EIS
alternatives, then, might include:

a. Preferred area-Nevada and Utah (as shown in Blue Book)

1. With first choice on Operations Base(s)

2. With alternative choice on Operation Base (s)

I
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b. Alternative site within Nevada/Utah geotechnical area

c. Second ranked area in United States

1. Derive fraxn "narrowing paper" incorporated into EIS

d. No action alternative

1. No MX or other missile system

e. Alternatives al, a2, and b should look at the use ofI existing communities vs. feasibility of new town(s) AND
the effect of establishment of permanent Air ForceI Base(s).

2. Public Health and Safety

a. Missile propellants contain some toxic or hazardous
materials. What provisions will be made to protect
persons from the effects of such mnaterials?

Ib. Are contingency plans made to prevent the spread of
radioactive materials in the event of a non-nuclearI explosion in one of the shelters?

3. The EIS should outline policing needs to prevent promiscuous
use of surrounding recreational lands that causes
accelerated erosion, disruption of wildlife, and vegetation
destruction.

4. Noise will be a problem during both construction and

operation
a. What actions will be taken to control excessive

construction noise such as blasting?

b. What actions will be taken to mitigate continuing noiseI problems such as off-road vehicle use?
* 5. Who will maintain the roads? Existing roads will be

overloaded, state/county capacities for maintenance. TheI same maintenance problems will occur with borrow pits,
* culverts, and bridges.

6. Who will control develcpnent phasing? Unless phases are well
placed, activities in one phase will eliminate alternative
actions of a later phase. A master plan showing all

3 facilities, locations, and activities by phase should be
I developed.

7. Federal funding (other than the direct cost being
1 a~ropriated by Conarens - S33..billion). The MX Project

funds will not address the following:
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a. Funds for the expansion of BLM district offices
(positions, operational costs).

b. Funds for the expansion of BIA offices including an area
off ice and two agency of fices. Funds are also needed f or
the expansion of tribal governments.

c. Funds f or the expansion of the other groups involved in
providing services for MX.

8. There will be a wide variety of mitigation measures for
construction and operation of MX that will have to be
addressed. 7bis mitigative projection will have to be made
for :

a. cost (total and by' year)

b. Project or program

c. agency or group of agencies involved

d. time period

e. type of funding

f. procedures

The agencies not having the funds for the mitigative
measures will have to seek additional appropriationE f rm.
Congress. The Air Force should include these funds as
part of the total cost of the MX project.
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The President's Economic Adjustment Committee (EKC) is tasked with
providing assistance to communities that may be affected by defense
programs. EAC works under the guidance of President Carter's Executive
order 12049, dated March 27, 1978, and includes 18 Executive agencies
under the chairmanship of the Secretary of Defense.

The Committee works with local, state and federal agency
representatives to develop adjustment strategies and coordinated action
plans which address the major economic and social problems in affected
areas. Close liaison is maintained with the appropriate Federal
Regional Councils. EAC has assisted 178 communities in 45 states,
Puerto Rico, and Guam since 1970.

The Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) is the operational element
of EAC, and provides assistance to communities in developing
comprehensive economic adjustment plans and implementation strategies.
Although OEA may provide funds for the development of these plans, it
does not provide any type of assistance payments to the orunity. But
EAC does coordinate financial resources available through federal
departments and agencies. Sane examples of federal programs that have
been used to support economic adjustment programs in the past are: The
Department of Housing & Urban Developent's Urban Action Grant Program;
the Economic Development Administration's Title IX Special Adjustment
Assistance Program and Title I Public Works Program; and the Department
of Labor's Comprehensive Employment and Training Program.

OEA anticipates that the size and complexity of the MX project
will create economic disruptions in deployment areas. To ensure that
the EAC is prepared to meet community assistance needs, the following
steps have been undertaken:

(1) One million dollars was provided to Utah and Nevada by the
Secretary of Defense and Secretary of the Air Force through a
special amendment to the Military Construction Appropriations
bill. The governors of Nevada and Utah are using those funds to
upgrade state and local planning capacity and to initiate
MX-r elated impact studies.

(2) A special EAC task force for MX envirornent and comunity impact
assistance has been established in Washington, D.C. Co-chaired by
the Air Force and OEA, this task force is responsible for
coordinating and ensuring the timely delivery of federal
assistance to tX-impacted communities. Similar interagency task
forces have been established at the federal regional level by the
Federal Regional Councils in San Francisco and Deniver.

(3) OEA, in coordination with state, county, and Air Force
representatives, has tasked two consulting f irms to help assess
current community development in areas potentially affected by MX
deployment, and to develop a preliminary economic adjustment

* program. OEA has also organized staff specialists to provide
* local and state officials with additional technical assistance.

Two CEA specialists will be assigned to live in the impact area-



one in each state.

(4) A preliminary framework for an econcnic adjustment strategy hes
been developed by OA in oooperation with Air Force and Executive
branch personnel. It reflects past EAC experience in economic
adjustment locations and is expected to respond to the magnitude,
timing, and complexity of the NC program. In general, experience
has shown that the key to successful econcmic adjustment programs
is strong, effective local leadership, operating together with an
effective local/state/federal partnership.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20400

Dr. Carlos Stern
Deputy for Environment and Safety
Department of Air Force
The Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

The Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the December 1979 MX
Scoping Handbook and the Supplement to Appendix D. The Handbook and the
Supplement broadly address the potentially significant environmental issues
and does not provide sufficient information on alternative sites, status
of ongoing environmental studies, and details of the analyses being con-
ducted. In order to assure the development of adequate and specific infor-
mation to carryout the Agency's review of the EIS, we are offering the
following commients relating to air and water quality and solid/hazardous
waste management for your consideration.

The scoping document outlines the potential effects associated with
increased water demand associated with program implementation. Although
preliminary reports indicate there may be water available in aquifers
underlying some of the valleys being surveyed, analyses should be performed
on the long term effects of utilizing and possibly depleting ground water
resources. As a minimum, the water resources analysis should include an
accurate assessment of the availability of water resources and of short
and long term water impacts of the project.

Although the scoping document does address the water resources issue, it
contains very little discussion of wastewater disposal. It is anticipated
that the Air Force will provide wastewater treatment facilities for the
operating bases and other facilities directly related to MX operations.
However, the large increase in population, especially during the construc-
tion phase, will overtax existing wastewater facilities requiring expansion
to meet anticipated loads. In addition, there will be a need for expanded
wastewater treatment facilities more directly related to missile operations,
and both needs should be addressed in the EIS.

The major air quality concerns associated with the construction and opera-
tion of the MX systems include fugitive dust emissions,*possible excursions
(violations) of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, possible adverse
impacts on designated Class I areas (for the prevention of significant deter-
ioration) and secondary air quality impacts associated with growth in the
project area. Listed below are nine essential elements of the air quality
analysis, which as a minimum, should be addressed in the EIS:



1. A review and analysis of applicable federal, state and local air
quality laws, regulations and standards which are applicable to
this project. As you know the Air Force must comply with applic-
able pollution control standards established pursuant to the Clean
Air Act;

2. The identification of all major sources of air pollution associated
with the proposed project;

3. The development of a comprehensive emission inventory for the esti-
mated time of completion, plus 10 years and plus 20 years. Informa-
tion and date on both primary (direct) and secondary (indirect)
sources of emissions should be included:

4. A summnary of available meterological and air quality data for the
project area;

5. An assessment of the potential air quality impacts through the use
of air quality modeling techniques;

6. A demonstration that the increased emissions resulting from project
actions do not exceed the area increment for the prevention of
significant deterioration of air quality;

7. An assessment of the impact of the proposed project on visibility;

8. An assessment of the contribution of the proposed project on inter-
state air pollution; and

9. The identification and assessment of potential mitigation measures
to minimize adverse air quality impacts, indicating which of the
measures are to be implemented as part of the proposed project.

In addition to addressing our concerns that deal with air and water quality,
the EIS should also include an assessment of the solid and hazardous waste
impacts of the proposed project, an area'of environmental concern not readily

* j identified in the documents we reviewed.

In view of the scope and number of the major technical studies that are (or
will be) conducted to support the MX siting decision EIS, I am proposing

* that a meeting be held in Las Vegas, Nevada on April 18, 1980. The purpose
of the meeting is to brief EPA staff on the broad scope of the MX project, to' discuss the concerns we have described above and to promote coordination
between the technical staffs involved in the preparation and review of the
siting decision EIS. Along with members of my staff, representatives from our
Regional Offices in Denver and San Francisco, including the Regional Admin-
istrators, would attend the meeting. The suggested 2 part meeting format
consists of a briefing and discussion of the MX program in the morning followed



by a more detailed exchange between EPA and Air Force technical staffs. As
the EIS is the key document in which environmental impacts will be addressed,
we believe that the contractor(s) preparing the document should be represented
at this meeting.

If the purpose, date and location for the meeting is acceptable, my staff will
make the final arrangements for the agenda and place for the meeting.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide commnent on this document. If we can
answer any questions regarding our commnents, or if we can be of further assist-
ance. please contact Charles Naneri, on my staff at 755-0780.

Sincerely yours,

William N. Hedeman, Jr.
Director
Office of Environmental Review (A-104)

Id
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Duckwater Shoshone Tribe
Tribal Government Office
Duckwater, Nevada 89314

January 18, 1980

Ballistic Missile Office
Civil Engineering/MB
Building 524
Norton A. F.B., California 92409

Dear Sir:

Enclosed is che initial stateuent of the Duckwater Shoshone Tribe
regarding the MX System. Further concerns will be addressed when we
are stpplied with full, complete and accurate information.

On Jantry 14, .980 at Ely, Nevada reDresentatives of the U.S.A.F.
indicated a willingnss to meet with the Dud6water Tribal Govenmmit.
We set a tentative neeting for February 20, 1980 at the Dudwater
Reservation, Nevada. This date is not the most convenient for us. If'
possible, we would like to schedule the meeting for March 19, 1980 at the
Duckwater Reservation, Nevada. We are suggesting this later date in order
that you may provide us with the informtion we have reouested and we will
have time to assess the informtion.

We are also enclosing a cony of a land status report frm B.L.M. The
land in question is land we have requested D.O.I. to withdraw fron the
public domain and add to the Duckdater Reservation RePresentatives of the
U.S.A.F. and the B.L.M. clained ignorance of our long standing withdrswal
request. The representative advised us to provide this information to you.1

~wery e , himD: Ita

I u/ ater Shoshone Tribe

JWJ d
Enclosure

I
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DUCKWATER SHOSHONE RIBE

Tribal Government Office

Duckwater, Nevada 89314

1. We believe the United States Air Force environmental exercise is a
sham. We do not believe the USAF has any intention of performing
a full and reasonable EIS which complies with the intent of the
environmental legislation. Our reason for this belief is the
USAF's stated intention of commencing construction in January
1982. A full complete and serious study of any or all of the
potential sites could not be completed by January 1982.

2. The "MX System and the Environment," dated December 1979, states
'The Environmental Impact Statement will include a comprehensive
assessment and analysis of the effects of deploying, construction,
and operating the missile system in a number of valley locations
in Nevada and Utah.' We understand the Nevada/Utah location has
been predetermined and the EIS is only to confirm the
determination. We further understand the USAF intends to perform
an EIS on two "typical" valley locations out of a possible 34
valley locations. If the latter point is true, the USAF is making
a sham out of the EIS proceedings and is going ahead with utter
disregard for the citizens of Nevada and Utah. We demand a full
and complete environmental assessment be performed in all areas to
be impacted by the MX proposal.

3. As aboriginal residents of the impacted area, we demand the USAF
perfom a study of the impact on our psycho/social environment,
knrxuing that we are the primary target area for an enemy attack.

4. The USAF has failed to properly assure us the land will be
restored to its original state when the MX reaches the end of its
useful life. The USAF must address whether or not the land will
be usable at the end of the life of the MX.

5. The EIS must address all issues of both the construction and
operational phases of the proposal.

6. The USAF must address the inflationary aspect of the proposal not
only on the imnediately impacted area, but also on the nation.

I 7. Water is a precious cammodity in the impacted area. We understand
that both construction and operation of the system require
considerable amounts of water. These facts demand the USAF
perform a full and complete EIS on all inpacted areas, not a few
typical valley locations. We, the Duckwater Shoshone Tribe,
consider water to be a non-negotiable and non-compensable
resource. We demand the EIS not only address the water used by
the MX but also the effect on the water supply available to the
rest of us.



8. Archaeological and historical sites are located throughout the
impacted area. The burden to discover and protect these sites
rests with the USAF. This demands a full and complete study of
all the impacted area. Our religious, cultural, and burial sites
must be excluded from any potential locations of the systen.

9. The EIS must provide an in-depth analysis of the economic effects
of disruption to agriculture interests during the construction
phase of the project. The USAF must address compensation for this
dirruption.

10. The EIS must address earthquake potentials and ramifications at
all valley sites.

11. At the scoping meeting, we understood that the results of various
studies will not be available until late spring. These studies
must be available to us and results included in the draft EIS
prior to the hearings scheduled on the draft EIS.

12. We understand there is a possibility of the USAF introducing
"fasttrack" environmental legislation. Given the nature of this
project and its impact on our environment, the Duckwater Shoshone
Tribe opposes any "fasttrack" legislation. We think the USAF
should be required to comply with existing environmental
legislation.

13. The USAF has informed us that it is providing results of studies
and other information to the State of Nevada. The USAF should
recognize the governmental nature of the Duckwater Shoshone Tribe,
its relationship to the United States, and afford us the same
courtesy as it is affording the various states.

14. The Duckwater Shoshone Tribe requests the supplements available
for Appendix D and that the studies be available to us with
sufficient time for us to analyze them prior to meeting with the
USF at the Duckwater Reservation, Nevada.

15. The Duckwater Shoshone Tribe demands the USAF and the Department
of the Interior consider our request to have our reservation
expanded. Our request encompasses the area ircluded in the
grazing permit from BLM to the Duckwater Stockman's Association.
This request was submitted to the Bureau of Indian Affairs in
1977. The requested expansion of the Duckwater Reservation
includes portions of Railroad Valley, Big Sand Springs Valley,
Little Smokey Valley, and Duckwater Valley. We are unable to

*provide an exact legal description due to the fact that BLM and
BIA have been unable to provide us with the exact legal
description. For your information, we are including a partial
legal description which has been provided to us. The area not
only includes our economic base, but also areas of traditional and
religious significance to us. We have one map of the Duckwater
Planning Unit on which BM has depicted what it thinks to be our

grazing area.
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16. The US A has agreed to meet with us on the DWckwater Reservation.
The WAF wants to meet with us on February 20, 1980. It will be
more convenient for us and the Embers of the Duckwater Tribe if
the USAF could meet with us at our regular Tribal Council Meeting
in March. It is scheduled for March 20, 1980, at 1:00 p.m.

17. As a result of the legal relationship which exists between the
Duckwater Shoshone Tribe and the United States of America, we
expect the USF and the DOI to respond directly to our concerns
and to communicate directly with us in an open, honest, and
reasonable fashion. In order for us to be able to make
intelligent comments, we have to have accurate information
provided to us in a timely manner. Tl date, the ES. has provided
us with ambiguous information in a less than timely umnner.

I $
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Governor Robert List of Nevada and Utah's Governor, Scott
Matheson, expressed concern about MXV project impacts in their states.
The following summarizes their statements to the Subcommrittee on Public
Lands of the House of Representatives Coimittee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, given in Washington D.C., 24 January 1980.

In his statement, Governor List emphiasized:

o Reasonable access to public lands

o Full and objective consideration of alternative sites, with
legitimate and understandable reasons for elimination of all
other alternative sites if the project is narrowed to Nevada
and Utah. The decision must be based upon finding all other
sites categorically insufficient.

o Assurance that the withdrawal of public lands be absolutely
minimized and comnpensation for the sacrifice be guaranteed

o Adequate time afforded to the state to study expected invacts
before decisions upon complex issues

o Legislation to ensure that every possible effort will be made
by the Air Force to reduce the amount of land withdrawn froim
public use for MX. To accomplish this, every systemi design and
basing mode alternative must be fully explored. For any
project option militarily acceptable, the one with the least
impact on land accessibility should be deployed.

o There must be direct state participation in the approval of any
withdrawal plan submnitted to Congress

0 Consent of the state prior to federal acquisition of state or
privately owned property for use in the system

o Land withdrawal legislation to require that the federal
government, including the Air Force and U.S. Army Corps of

* Engineers, be subject to state laws. This includes state
building regulations, health and safety codes, and particularly

U state water laws.
0Land withdrawal plan must include a mechanism for the sale of

public lands to the state

o Congress must place restrictions on system expansion, if itI becomtes operational. Legislation should be enacted to requirea full EIS review and the Governor's approval before any
expansion is permitted.

o Legislation to provide for reclamation of any land whichi may be
abandoned in years to carne

1 
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o Congress to provide for the transfer of land title to the state
upon abandonment

o Livestock grazing and other agricultural uses, mining, and oil
exploration must not be unnecessarily restricted. Areas of
eastern and southern Nevada are considered to be sane of the
mnest promising oil regions in the United States. The MX system
must not be allowed to halt development of this badly needed
resource. This applies to other mineral resources as well.

0 Federal funds to be available in conjunction with land
withdrawal/restrictions to reimburse farmers, ranchers, and
mxners for losses resulting from tAD-related disruption.

o Historically, grazing permits held by Nevada ranchers are held
contiguous to the hame ranch. This practice must remain intact.

o Ideally, rancher's grazing allocation of AUMs should remain,
unchanged, and livestock be allowed to remain on site.

o Provide schools, water supplies, police and fire protection,
sewage disposal, and a host of other services. Potential lack
of educational facilities must be addressed.

o Federal assistance for MX-related growth, forthcoming fran
Congress, must not only be for capital improvements, but also
for continuous operations and maintenance. Funds must be
specifically earmarked for Nevada. Without a guarantee of
assistance funds availability, on a permanent, continuing
basis, placement of MX of Nevada is totally unacceptable.

0 The impact on all facets of citizens, lives must be carefully
weighed by Congress, the President, the Air Force, and the
states before any land is withdraqn f ran public use.

In an addendum to his testimony, Governor List also asked that
legislation address the following concerns:

o Potential State Park sites, such as Freilberg, (Leviathan) ,
Mlountain Cave, Rainbow Canyon, Bristol Wells, Big Trees,
Pine-Mathews Reservoir, and Cleveland Ranch, be eliminated from
land withdrawal consideration

o The State of Nevada must have assurance that landmark sites
under the Natural Landmarks Program not be included in land
withdrawal for MXD (a list of candidate sites is available)

0 Use of the area for recreation, specifically hunmting, fishing,
off-road vehicle use, rock collecting, nature study, hiking,
sightseeing, and photography not be unduly restricted by land
withdrawal

o The impact of wildlife studied, and measures taken to guarantee
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funds to mitigate such expected impacts due to habitat
disruption, hum~an activity interference, water diversions for
construction and municipal use, fencing, and '-wreased access

o Protection of wildlife refuges guarante.,a prior to land
withdrawal

o Guarantee that the state would not lose any funds from the Land
and Water Conservation fund (the Land and Water Conservation
Fund Act of 1965, Section 6F(3))

o Assurance that diversion of water to MX will not deplete
availability for future recreation use and rehabilitation of
desert ecosy stems

o Assurance to agriculture and mining interests that restrictions
of their continued use of the land will be minimized, and that
federal funds will be available for increased costs due to
relocation or production difficulties caused directly by MX
deployment in the area

In his statErnent, Utah's Governor Matheson discussed 11X management
mechanisns in Nevada and Utah, alternate deployment sites and modes, MX
legislation, and likely socioeconomic impacts. With respect to
alternate deployment sites, he urged the Air Force to "seriously
consider the possibility of breaking up deployment of the system to
smaller and more manageable subunits which m:ght be within the
assimilative capacity of a larger number of states and localities."
The Governor also stated that "the Air Force should be compelled to
fully exanine at least two other alternate deployment areas before a
fina-l deployment decision is made."

Turning to alternate deployment modes, Governor Matheson argued
that "at the state level, we have neither adequate security clearances,
staff resources, nor technical background available to resolve such
questions, and indeed it seems inappropriate for the governors of two
states to attempt to do so." He later added, "I believe that your
subcommuittee is in an excellent position to air a thorough national
debate on the strategic issues prior to deployment." He encuraged the
House subcomittee to "engage in such an effort, perhaps in cooperation
with other appropriate committees of the Congress."

Regarding legislation, the Governor asked that the following
minir.1 elements be included:

o Withdrawal of public lands should be limited to only those
specific areas which will actually be fenced f ran public use.

0 Withdrawal proposals, when fully developed by the Air Force,
should have the concurrence of the governors of the affected
states, prior to being submitted to the Congress for finalaprvl

0 Guarantees of continuing public access and multiple use of all

3



public lands not fenced

o Any proposed subsequent expansion of MXC should require an
additional environmental impact statement and Congressional
approval.

o There should be statutorily required adherence to state water
laws in the application for and us-e of surface or subsurface
waters.

o Legislation should provide authority for the timely transfer or
sale of public lands to impacted states or local governments
for city expansion or community developmient purposes.

o Legislation should require that planning for Air Force base
locations and facilities utilizing public lands should be
coordinated with and subject to the land-use planning systes
and restrictions of state and local governments.

" To the extent that legislation proposes limiting the number of
deployment sites to be studied, it should require full analysis
of at least three alternative areas.

o Finally, legislation should require that full consideration be
given to split-basing and a report made to Congress on that
subject.

In discussing potential socioeconomnic impacts, the Governor
indicated that there is need for:

o Congress to appropriate substantial funds for capital
ri-provaixints to aid the states and their communities in the

development of schools, roads, water and sewer systems,
hospitals, fire stations, other public safety facilities, and
the like. Legislation should specifically earmark funids within
the Department of Defense budget for this purpose.

* New legislative programs for payments in lieu of taxes to
commnunities for maintenance and operation of programs induced
by deploymient of the MX systemn.

In his con~clusion, Governor Matheson stated that the Department of
Defense and the Air Force must make the strongest case possible to
demonstrate that deployment is neoessary for the national security, and
that it is being done in a manner which is defensible strategically,
scientifically, envi ronmentally, and socioeconomically.
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STATE OF NEVAI)A

MX 13ROJECT FIELD OFFICE
308 Nor th ( tiriv Streel. uimtl I I01

(.'.irst11 ('iiv "NevI. 80710

.... /out ( ,,rnu~r, Mc,,n.ll

February 27, 1980

Brig. General Forest S. McCartney
Vice Commander
United States Air Force
Ballistic Missile Office
Norton Air Force Base, CA 92409

RE: State Agency Scoping Comments

Dear General McCartney:

With this letter we are sendinq you two Copies of the
State Agency Scopinu- Issue Comments. In the first set of
memoranda, the agencies describe four items:

1.) The probable impact the MX project would have on
the agency. For most agencies, the impact is addi-
tional staffing requirements.

2.) Effects on entities regulated by the agency,

3.) Information the agency could supply or develop as
part of the MX project impact assessment.

4.) Specific issues the agency believes should be
addressed in the environmental impact statement.

The second set of memoranda summarize the federal funding
received currently by the various state agencies. The third

I document is two complete sets of Preliminary Issues lists which
are a compilation of the scoping issues listed by the agencies.
These issues lists were distributed at the state agency brief-
ings on February 21 and 22, 1980.

Later this week we will mail a Scoping Issues list which
will include the issues identified in the scoping briefings,
by the MX management committee, or by our office.

Sincerely,

Pamela Gene Cosby
Technical Evaluation Manager

I



STATE OF NEVADA

MX PROJECT FIELD OFFICE
308 North Curry Street, Suite B-101

Carson City, -Nevada 89710

IO 1 1 !"1i (702) 885-50W0 Funded Through
... .Four Corners Regional

,ON*%T..\\. I I .\I ICRAI" Commission

Attachments: Two copies of State Agency Scoping Issues

c.c.: Bill Phillips
Roland Westergard, Director of Conservation and Nat. Res.
Robert Hill, State Planning Coordinator
James Wadhams, Director of Department of Commerce
Ken Olsen, Utah MX Coordination Office
Constance Ashcraft, MX Project Director
General Guy Hecker
Mike Fogliani
Jack D. Smith
David K. Hamilton
Joe Sontas
Bruce Spaulding

PGC/ji
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S-rFAT-E OF NEVAD)A

MX PROJECT FIELD OFFICE
308 North Curry Street. Suite B-10]

Carson City. Nevada S0710

OSET LIST (702) 8S5-50v0 &ided Thwrugh.. ,E , Us Fotr Corners Rqior.j:
C; -I~ 

C Om ~ ssio.CONSTA,E [ ASHCK AT - 7$

February 29, 1980

Brig. General Forest S. McCartney
Vice Commander
United States Air Force
Ballistic Missile Office
Norton Air Force Base, CA 92409

RE: information requests

Dear General McCartney:

We want to thank Colonel Riddle and Lt. Colonel
Molnar of the Air Force; David Vomacka of Henningson,
Durham and Richardson; and Bruce Golden and Ken Wilson
of Fucro, National, Inc. for participating in the in-
formative state agency question and answer sessions on
February 21 and 22, 1980. We regret that the snow kept
the Air Force from reaching Carson City for the first
day's sessions.

During those briefings representatives of the Air
Force and the Air Force contractors agreed to provide
a two-state MX offices with certain items of additional
information. Colonel Riddle indicated that some of the
information could be made available immediately. Other
items would be covered in the draft environmental impact
statement.

The enclosed Scoping Issues list summarizes those
additional items of information and issues which we rec-
omumend be covered in the Land Withdrawal/Site Selection
EIS. It *is intended as a supplement to the Preliminary
Issues List mailed earlier this week. That first list

. summarized the state agency comments.

We hope that these comments will assist the Air
Force's efforts to thouroughly analyze the environmental
and socio-economic impacts of the MX Project. If we dis-
cover additional issues to be addressed in the EIS we
will forward them to you.

Sincerely,

Constance L. Ashcraft
MX Project Direztor



STATE OF NE%'AI)A

~' MX PROJECT FIELD OFFICE
10,4 North Curry Street, Suite 13-101

Carson City. Ne vada 89710

No 4 -V 702) 665-50c-0... m -

Attac b.ent: Scoping Issues List

C.C.: =.aMela Cosbv

?.~land Westergard, Director of Conservation and Nat. Res.
?.obert Hill, State Planning Coordinator
=.mes Wadhams, Director of Department of Commerce

.7=n Olsen, Utah MX Coordination Office
Zeneral Guy Hiecker
Mike Foglian.i
::-vid K. Hamijlton
Naijl Jenson
:oe Sontas

-oseph Denny
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STATE OF NEVADA RESPONSE - M S(OPING REPORT

CIVIL DEFENSE & DISASTER AGENCY Health Planning & Resources
Rehabilitation Division

COMMISSION FOR VETERANS' AFFAIRS Welfare Division
Youth Services Division

COMPUTER FACIL ITY
DEPT. OF LAW ENFORCE. ASSISTANCE

ONTROLLER' S OFFICE
DEPART OF MOTOR VEHICLES

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATICN Administrative Services
State Personnel Division Chief, Nevada Highway Patrol

Drivers' License Division
DFPARDOIT OF AGRICLL'URE Motor Carrier Division

Registration Division
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE Traffic Safety Division

Insurance Division
Manufactured Housing Div. DEPARTMENT OF MUSEU!S & HISIORY
Savings & Loan Division
State Fire Marshall Div. DEPARTMENT OF TAXATION

DEPTr. OF CICUS. & NAT. RES. DEPARTIENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Division of Colo. River Res.
Division of Cons. Districts EMPUOYMENT SECURITY DIVISION
Divisions of Environ. Prot.
Division of Forestry GVENOR'S OFFICE
Division of Hist. Preserv. Employment & Training Office

& Archaeology
Division of Mineral Res. JIENMILE PROBATION DEPARTMNT
Division of State Lands
Division of State Parks LABOR CODMISSIONER
Division of Water Planning
Division of Water Resources LEGISLATIVE COO XCIL BUREAU
Natural Resources
State Environmental Can. NEVADA GAMING cfMMISSION

State Gaming Control Board
DEPT. Or ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

NEVADA HOUSING DIVISIONDEPART ENT OF EDUCATICN

Office of the Superintendant NEVADA INDUSTRIAL MMIISSION
of Public Instruction

NEVADA MILITARY DEPARTMENT
DEPAFIMENT OF ENERGY

NEVADA STATE LIBRARY
DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME Development Division

State Librariani DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES
OFFICE OF THE A'IDRNEY GENEPALDEPARI'Mtrb OF HIGHWAYS

OH PUBLIC SERVICE OMMISSION
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES

Division of Aging Services PUBLIC WORKS BOARD
3Division of Health

Bureau, Children's Serv. STATE TIDUSTRIAL ATIRNEY
Bureau, Community Serv.
Bureau, Consumer Protect. SECRETARY OF STATE
Bureau, Dental Health
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SODPING ISSUES LIST

I. GEN4ERAL

A. Exact location and size (acreage and personrel1) of: operation
bases; missile clusters; and roads

B. Since project construction is to be staged, by what schedule
will specific valleys be developed?

C. If the main EIS is held to the CEO maximum of 300 pages,
detailed technical and numerical information should be
published simultaneously in Appendices. Technical analysts
will need these Appendices to evaluate the DEIS properly within
the commnent period.

D. The EIS must be indexed by issue so that sameore interested in
impact issues can quickly identify all section-i, of the EIS
pertinent to this subject.

E. Each section of the EIS should be clear without reading the
entire EIS. Jargon acronyms and terms like "nominal project"
or, "a given mode in a given deployment area" should be avoided
unless each term is defined in the glossary. (See Milestone II
EIS, page IV-103.)

F. Environmental impacts must be specific and quantified. For
example, refer to: Cement (3.2.16) on page IV-103 of the
Milestone II DEIS. What is the total amount of concrete
req~uired? Produced? What quantities of cement would other
known T rojects require at the same time? Plw wouild cement be
shipped? If a shortage is anticipated, what would be required
for industry to correct the shortage and produce additional
cement for NX?

G. Site-specific impact analysis Z=i~ be completed before AU
construction activity begins. This includes the construction
of heavy-duty main-access roads and railroads and other
activities planned as part of the mobilization phase.

H. Describe all modeling work, e.g., air and water quality, in
detail. This includes listing data sources, collection
procedures and time frame, model parameters, assumptions,
sensitivity of the results to foreseeable changes in the
assumptions, and quantitative and qualitative results.

I. How are "significant" federal and state forests, parks,
monuments, recreation areas, wildlife refuges, grasslands,
ranges, preserves and management areas defined? "Significant"

can mean different things to each reader.
J. What recourse do the citizens of Nevada have if the Air Force

does not fulfill promises concerning MX project construction or
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operations made in the EIS?

KC. Pow will the Air Force cozmunicate with the local communities?
When will the Air Force establish a local field office in
Nevada?

L. Detailed layout and topographical maps for the Dry Lake area
are being developed by the Air Force as an example; other
valleys will be covered in similar detail during the
Construction EIS.

11. The Air Force should coordinate LPNISLT "truthing" activities
with the State's Division of Forestry, which is currently
undertaking a LANDSAT mapping project. Local forestry
expertise is needed to accurately evaluate the LANDSRT data.

N. The Air Force has agreed to arrange access to the Nevada Test
Site facilities at Jackass Flats for local or state officials
who would like to see what a typical loop road would lock like.

Ii. IOPULAPIC

A. What are the anticipated occupational, family makeup, age, and
income characteristics of the new population generated by MXV?

13. EPA has projected that the Nevada MX( population impact will be
146,000 in 1990. Furthermore, the population impact can vary
significantly if onstruction is phased over a longer period of
time or if the main operating base is located near Ely in
comparison to Lincoln County. Does the Air Force plan to
consider various possible scenarios of population growth?

C. Area specific population statistics should be utilized for
modeling future demiographic character of the population, with
and without the project.

D. The Air Force should develop a baseline profile of each
commuunity proximal to a potential main operating base or
satellite base site. After compiling these profiles, the Air
Force should assess the impact of the proposed base on each
community to see how each community would benef it or be
stressed. This baseline profile should include a statistical
summary of existing infrastructural facilities, e.g., police
and fire protection, public utilities, etc., and an evaluation
of their adequacy. Topics should also include population
growth, local government revenue sources and expenditure
classes, and the local economic base, as well as zoning and
existing land uses.

E. What will be the impact on rural lifestyles? How will local
residents' attitudes be determined?

F. Public attitudinal surveys are an important part of the land
withdrawal site selection EIS. It should consider at a
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minimum, the attitudes of the potentially affected county
residents towards:

1. The effect of MX construction on current lifestyles? Do
residents perceive these effects as favorable or unfavorable?

2. What do local residents perceive as likely positive and/or
negative impacts of an MX base located near their cammunity?

3. What operating base facilities should be provided for base
personnel? Which of these facilities should have public
access?

4. Should military personnel housing be located on or offbase?

III. EMPIDOMYHr

A. How many people will be directly employed:

1. During construction?
2. During operations?
3. By skill requirements?
4. Percent of civilian employees?

B. What is the "ripple effect" of the project?

1. Secondary jobs created in the private sector (e.g.,
coimmercial businesses and services)?

2. Effect on recruitment, job placement, and retention of
employees, especially in the counties containing bases,
cdue to the higher wages paid by the MX project?

C. Construction budget

D. Proposed wage rates, and average rates of turnover of direct
and indirect employees?

E. Number of out-of-state contractors and workers, including
persons induced to the area who do not obtain employment.

F. What are the expected unemployment rates once the construction
period is over? What unemployment funds will Nevada be
required to provide?

IV. WORKER'S OMPEMSATION

A. Will the state or the federal governent provide worker's
compensation for the construction workers? Operations
employees?

B. Will the construction contractors and operations personnel be
subject to the Nevada Occupational Safety and Health Act, NRS
618?
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V. ALTERATIVE

A. The alternatives should include an non-Nevada scenario

B. Splitting the system into more states other than Nevada and
Utah should be addressed. Nevada is already carrying a
relatively large national defense burden. It contains 15.75
percent of all lands currently utilized by the federal
government for defense. This is 4.43 percent of Nevada's total
land area. The Nevada Test Site accounts for an additional
1.17 percent of the land area, thus making Nevada the state
with the highest percent of state land (5.6) used for military
and federal atomic energy facilities.

C. A no-MX analysis should be included

D. At least one basing mode different from the currently proposed
"race-track" system should be considered. This should include
the submarine-based deployment alternative.

E. If the MX is located at sites other than the preferred basing
site, the exact alternative locations must be known in order to
assess the potential project impacts. This includes
alternative main operating bases and satellite base locations.

F. Pow does the cost of constructing MX in Nevada/Utah compare
with the cost of constructing MX in other states; splitting MX
between at least 4 states; and other deployment modes besides
the racetrack, e.g., vertical shelters?

G. Must the MX deployment area be more than 200 miles from an
international border in order to prevent jamming of the
communication system? This constraint has eliminated from
consideration many areas once considered viable alternatives.

11. Is the 50-foot depth to groundwater site criterion applicable
only to the vertical shelter basing mode? What is the
groundwater depth requirement for the horizontal shelters?
What additional U.S. areas become geographically suitable if
the depth to groundwater requirement is reduced for horizontal
shelters?

I. If Nevada/Utah is chosen as the deployment area after the
Site-Selection EIS is evaluated, how much flexibility will
exist for site-specific resiting of individual clusters and
facilities during the construction EIS phase?

vI. CONSTRUCTION

A. The timing of construction as well as location and area
ofground to be disturbed.

B. Number, size, and location of material processing plants, e.g.,
gravel pits, gravel screens and crushers, cement plants, and

I
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asphalt plants. How will these sites be reclaimed? Will
operations abide by environmental laws?

C. What quantities will be required during construction of the
following building materialls? How and when will they be
obtained and processed?

1. Concrete
2. Reinforcing steel
3. Luiber
4. Aggregate
5. Water

D. What will be the impact of resource diversion on other present
and future Nevada industries?

E. Will the contractors be required to provide their own
equipm~ent?

F. The MX project may preempt other construction projects during
the three to four year construction period. Will impact
mitigation construction receive an equal priority for
construction materials and funds?

G. What will be the impact of increased access to land during
construction?

H. How will lands disturbed during construction be reclaimed? The
Nevada Division of State Parks has found that arid areas
require a watering systen to reestablish native vegetation from
construction and other (of f highway) uses.

VI I AT'E

A. Amount of water required by area for:

1. Construction
2. Project operation
3. New residents, including military personnel
4. Fire protection
5. Electrical power generation

B. Chemical. analysis of planned drinking water supplies

C. Which water supplies will be appropriated for the project? The
cost of acq~uiring other users' water rights should be included
as a cost of the project.

D. Groundwater mining, i.e., withdrawing groundwater at a rate
faster than recharge of underground water source.

I E. Use of non-potable vater for construction requi renents could be
considered, rather than excluding all potential supplies not
meeting U.S. Public Health Service standards.
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F. If existing water supplies are appropriated, what water
replacement will be provided?

G. Will the United Stater Air Force and any other federal agencies
involved comply with Nevada State water law in the project
construction and maintenance?

H. Additional hydrographic areas may have to be designated as
critical groundwater areas in order to allow the proper
allocation and manageent of the groundwater resource.

I. Existing water resources data for the project area are
extremely limited. Extensive geotechnical surveys are
required. To ensure that federal, state, and local officials
derive the fullest benefit f ran these surveys, the geophysical
data must be developed accurately, be in a suitable form, and
be available to the public. This includes dissemination of
"typical" water consumption factors and models utilized in Air
Force water studies.

J. The project area groundwater system should be modeled to:

1. Predict the effect intensive and/or sustained periods
of groundwater pumping will have

2. Develop techniques such as phiasing construction to mitigate
the project impacts

3. Discuss impacts of surface water utilization by the Air
Force and the positive and negative effects of any
mitigation options

K~. A permanent, long-term monitoring program is needed to assess
future project water resources impacts.

L. What impact will the anticipated groundwater usage have on the
small surface streams and springs?

M. What impact will land use pattern changes have on groundwater
recharge and surface water utilization?

17. To what extent will the state's future economy be limited by
conmmitment of the area's water resources to the MX project?
Expansion of traditional uses such as livestock grazing,
mineral exploration, and recreation would be severely curtailed* I without an available water supply even if the land were to
remain open to the public.

0. Water requirements for revegetation were not included in the
* I original water estimates although a watering system would be

required for two or three years to re-establish natural
vegetation. The Air Force indicated that revegetation water
requirements would be added to the water estimaes~.

P. Water rights conflicts must be resolved with the affected
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Indian tribes. What process will the Air Force utilize to
resolve the conflicts? When?

Q. Will the state be allowied to inipect all wells drilled for the
MX missile project?

R. To the maxin extent possible, project siting should not alter
existing drainage patterns for surface water runoff, given that
this will minimize impacts on groundwater recharge and surface
waters. The EIS should state all instances where existing
drainage patterns would be altered.

S. After the MX project is deccuwssioned, the Air Force would
return wells on public land. The EIS should include this
stat ement.

T. A municipal water resources study of the comimunities considered
potential base sites has almost been finalized by the Desert
Research Institute. DRI may not have considered municipal
storage and distribution systems, but it should be considered
in the EIS since many local communities have poor storage and
distribution system~s even though sufficient potable water is
available.

VIII. AIR QUALITY

A. The Air Force does not believe there will be any air quality
violations during the operations phase predicted by their air
quality model. All existing and proposed projects identified
to date have been included in their model; they should be
notified of any additional projects.

B. Thbe Air Force will begin collecting air quality data in the
near future, providing four months of air quality data. This
is the minimum amount of data acceptable to EPA. The state
questions whether this amount of data will be sufficient to
fully assess the MX [roject's impacts on air quality.

C. What dust suppression techniques will be implemented?

IX. LAI1D WI70HRAWAL

A. Exact amount of land for each missile site, roads, bases, and
other Air Force activities must be specified.

B. Exact location of project clusters, bases, and land required
4 for withdrawal must be given.

C. Which Nevada valleys will be involved?

D. Howv much and which private land will be acquired?

E. For what period will land be withdrawn? Statutory time

limitations should be placed on withdrawn land. Legislation
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should also guarantee continued public use of land notwithdrawn.

F. How will the land be reclaimed after the MV( is abandonre?

G. To what extent will the project require curtailing multiple use
of the land? This includes detailing where and to what extent"quantity-distance regulations" will be imposed to limit
proximity of civilian activities to MX facilities.

H. Will the governor of Nevada or the state government have a
right of approval in connection with the withdrawal of lands
for this defense project?

I. Will Nevada's consent be obtained in connection with theacxquisition of any state and privately owned lands affected bythe MX missile project?

J. Will the federal government seek to exercise exclusive
goviernmental jurisdiction over any land within the boundaries
of M~?

K. To what extent and for how long will civilian access be limited
during construction?

L. The Air Force will have to increase security throughout the
entire area. What will be the imnpact on civilian activities?

VI. The Air Force does not anticipate using any "killer agents" to
deter unauthorized entry to the missile sites. Pentax uses a
foam to protect the missiles stored at its facilities, but the
Air Force does not see a need for this measure either. Thereis no working space around the missile inside the shelter for
somneone attempting to break into the missile' s protective shellJ according to the Air Force. The EIS should describe the
unauthorized access deterrents planned f or the missile
shelters.

X. AGI*TR

A. What restrictions will be placed on the use of land for
grazing and crop production? How much grazing and
agricultural land will be affected including land dedicated to
the base's shelters and roads? This includes affected lands3 which, on the basis of soil type, could be utilized for
agricultural uses,, even though currently they are not.

B. Will the grazing land be relaced? If so, where and how?

C. who will pay to transport the livestock to the alternate

grazing land provided?
D. How many cattle will be killed or injured by vehicles

travelling to or fromn the MXD sites, Will the livestock owners
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be reimrbursed.

E. What controls will exist to control the spread of noxious
weeds, insects, and animal diseases?

F. Rodents or predatory animals may reroduce in the MX restricted
areas and cause damage nearby. What control measures will be
allowed on the MX restricted areas?

G. Will wild horses and burros be allowed to propagate in the MX
area? If so, will these animals be allowed to range into
private land or public grazing allotments to compete with
domestic livestock for forage and water?

H. Whiat will the rancher and farmer stand to lose?

XI. MINIM'

A. Will the Air Force continue to allow mineral exploration in
the MX areas?

B. Will any mines be closed? If so, what would be the impact upon
state mining revenues?

C. Will mineral exploration be restricted? In particular, will
aerial photography or detonation of explosives be limited?

XII. HISWIRICAL PRESERVATIDN

A. Which historical sites will be impacted by the MX systemi? A
thorough field and literature search is required prior to
commencing MX construction, and should be funded by the federal
government. In addition4 , the planned "Cultural Resource
Inventory Study" by the BLI4 may be insufficient to identify the
area' s historical and natural landmarks since previous
inventory work is sparse. What actions will the Air Force take
to avoid adverse impacts on cultural resources identified
during later work phases?

B. A local office with federal agency representatives would
facilitate coordination with state activities to ensure

compliance with historic preservation legislation.
C. A Memorandum of Agreement between the Nevada Division of

3 Historic Preservation and Archaeology and the Air Force is
* needed as specified under 36CFR, Part 800.

* D. The Nevada State Museum, which also bears same responsibility
* for the preservation of prehistoric and historic sites under

the provisions of NRS 381 .195 to 381 .227, will work closely
with the Nevada Division of Histori' Preservation and
Archaeology.

E. Will the Air Force be held accountable for any damage to an
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historical site, district, or structure?

XIII. RECREATION

A. What will be the increased demand for public parks and other
recreational facilities? This includes estimating the level of
visitor-use days and hunter-use days.

B. How will existing recreational visitors be affected?

C. The State Park system will require additional sites,
facilities, and service personnel to ensure that existing
recreation areas are not overdeveloped or overused.

D. Several existing proposed state parks are located within the MX
project area. These park areas should be avoided.

E. The highest existing recreational demand is for water-based
activities (e.g., fishing, swimming, and non-motor boating) and
other active recreation-based facilities. Water used for
existing and planned recreational uses should not be diverted
to the MX project as the current facilities are inadequate for
the existing population.

F. The EIS should consider issues and plans described in the
Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP)
prepared by the Division of State Parks.

G. flew communities and residential areas should include
neighborhood playgrounds, community and regional facilities
(i.e., ballfields, golf courses, etc.), bikepaths, and other
trails. Resource requirements include capital construction.
operation, and maintenance funds and four acre-feet of water
per acre of turf.

H. The EIS should include direct and indirect impacts on the
proposed Great Basin National Park.

I. Several existing, proposed, or possible eligible geological
and ecological areas with distinctive qualities have been
identified under the National Landmark program. Some are
fairly invulnerable or compatible with the MX proposal; others
are not. The EIS should identify these areas and establish

I criteria to preserve their natural characteristics.

J. The EIS should discuss methods to preserve designated state
cultural sites. In addition, the EIS should address the
secondary impacts of vandalism and increased access.

K. The EIS should evaluate impacts on dispersed or open space
recreation with an emphasis on current off-highway vehicles
and MX-induced off-higway vehicle activity.

L. The EIS should consider visual and aesthetic inpacts, as well

I1
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as effects of air pollution, and effects of other secondary
impacts on wilderness and deployment areas. How will impacts
be identified and quantified? How will they be ranked?

M. Because of increased access to many valleys and a larger
population level, measures to prevent recreational abuse, e.g.,
vandalism or poaching, will have to be increased. Who would
carry out these measures? Who would pay the cost?

XIV. WILDLIFE

A. To what extent will the local resources be utilized or
di stur bed?

1. Water
2. Vegetation
3. wildlife
4. Land use

B. Which wildlife habitat areas and endangered species will be
affected? To what extent?

C. What steps will be taken to mitigate possible negative inmpcts
on wildlife and wildlife habitats? This includes a detailed
analysis of any alternative habitat creation or the transfer of
endangered species. Who will bear the cost of preventative
measures?

XV. FISH PUPD GI1E

A. To what extent will the local resources be utilized or
ei vtUrbed?

1. Water

B. Pow will human activities be restricted reiative to hunting,

fishing, and recreation?

C. What steps such as fish stocking will be taken to minimize
negative recreational impacts due to the increased number of

i residents?
D. To what extent wil2 the recreational activities of hunting and

fishing increase? what impact will this increased activity
have on current recre1itional activities?

E. Same protected fish species are found in the surface waters of
* the project area. Because groundwater pumping could affect

these surface waters, these species are being given special
consideration by the Air Force. State protected species should
be given the same importance, ranking as federally protected
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species, even though state inclusion criteria are less
stringent.

F. The Air Force environmental contractor has begun collecting
fish species data in order to include the spawning period. A
year of data is required by EPA, but will not be available in
time for the final EIS. Data collection efforts for other
wildlife species will begin in March.

XVI. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Mitigating measures to be used during construction and
long-term operations?

B. Conformance with state envirornmental regulations.

XVII. WASTEWATFR TREATMENT

A. The local sewage collection systens and treatnent plants will
have to be expanded. This requires detailed analysis of the
number of new residents in each location and sewage facilities
to be provided by the Air Force. Federal funding for such
facilities must also be discussed.

XVIII. SOLID WASTE MAWEMENT

A. Five year management plans, currently being developed, will
require: population and economic growth estimates and types of
wastes expected to be generated.

R. rirect and induced change is likely to affect:

1. Disposal sites, including the number and location of sites
as well as operations and maintenance requirements. This
includes sites to accommodate hazardous wastes.

2. Capital expenditures necessary for purchase and operation
of collection equipment.

3. State and local ordinances to deal with new or special
wastes, including hazardous materials.

XIX. EROSION

A. What effect will the project have on the wind and water
erosion of the land? Mitigation measures should be discussed.

XX. IMPACT ON NEARBY )MUNITIES

A. Discussion is needed for projected public works, public
services, and public improvement projects to be constructed by

Vthe Air Force, as well as those required for Air Force
personnel but funded by the state or local community.1

B. Actual location and size of operation bases, as well as theirphysical relationship to nearby communities must be specified.
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C. What will be the impact when the population suddenly decreases
once the construction period ends?

D. The Air Force will estimate settlement patterns of the new
population, which is necessary to determine which communities
will be inpacted for any given base location.

E. The Office of Econcmic Adjustment (OEA) has been involved in
the scoping process. What has been their actual involvement to
date? Their assistance is required for both planning support
AM impact assessment in advance of the President's decision to
authorize construction.

F. What amount of state and local tax revenue and user charge
increases will be derived fran new MX project residents during
the construction and operations period? How fast will the
amount of tax revenues increase during the early years of
operation? Will increased local taxes be necessary?

G. Will the military construct quasi-commercial enterprises
onbase, thereby denying local governments broader tax bases?

XXI. EDUCATION

A. In order to estimate education facility, program, and
transportation requirements, accurate school age population
impact data are needed by:
1. Grade level
2. School district
3. Attendance areas within the school districts
4. Year

B. What amount of federal funds will be available for schools?

1. Vocational/technical training facilities
2. CETA, community colleges, and jcb training
3. School operation expenditures for children of

construction workers

C. What school facilities will be built on campus?

D. Will construction personnel be transferred to different sites
during the construction period? If so, what problems will
their children, as transient pupils, experience?

E. In order to have school facilities ready to open when the new
students arrive, it may be necessary to complete blueprints
before President Carter makes the final decision on MX
construction. Could design funding for schools and other
public facilities be authorized during the planning stages?

XXII. FIRE PROr T rMN
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A. Forest fire protection.

1. How will the state's forest fire protection activities
be affected?

B. How will community fire protection requirenents for personnel,
buildings, equipment, and operations change? Who will fund
additional manpower, buildings, and equipment needed for
workers who are residing off site?

C. Fire code requirenents.

1. Will the project conform to state fire codes?
2. Will the federal government provide all required onsite

fire protection and inspection?

XXIII. POLI( PROrELTTN

A. Local police departments will need to respond to increased
crime levels and greater numbers of traffic violations. What
additional police department expenditures will be required for
manpower, equipment, buildings, operations, and maintenance?

B. Programs for drunk driver rehabilitation and errant driver
education will need to be expanded.

C. What enforcement activities increases will the Nevada Highway

Patrol be required to provide?

D. 1,at special traffic service needs will exist?

1. Hazardous materials
2. Large trucks or convoys
3. Busing
4. Large numbers of IWI arrests on oonstrlction workers
5. Control of restricted areas

XXIV. HEALTH

A. A1iber of new children eligible for the state dental program?

B. fkuber of users of radioactive mterials and radiographers?

C. Federal government cooperation is needed for the state health
inspection program.

D. Increased health care personnel will be required. What health
care personnel will the military provide?

E. Increased program funds for local and state health care
operations will be needed.

F. Will contractors and subcontractors be required to carry
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medical insurance for all employees and their dependents? Who
will pay the medical onsts for uninsured persons?

G. Bocmtown case studies demonstrate that mental health impacts
are very high. This is a "real issue" which should be
addressed in the EIS.

XXV. SOCIAL SERVICES

A. Welfare

1. What funds will be available for new or prospective
employees arriving in the area until they receive their
first paycheck?

2. How many new welfare recipients will Nevada have to support
during and inmediately after construction? Over the long
run?

B. Aging services. What proportion of base personnel will retire
in the area?

C. Rehabilitation. What will be the additional ost for:

1. Vocational rehabilitation
2. Services to the blind
3. Disability adjudication
4. Alcohol and drug abuse treatment centers

XXVI. FUM ING

A. How will the required public works project be funded? What
personnel and facilities such as hospitals, schools, public
office buildings, jails, and fire protection equipment will
have to be supported by Nevada's tax base?

B. How much federal aid will be available for:

1. Local improvement capital construction
2. Local operation and maintenance
3. For which services?
4. What will be the funds allocation criteria?

C. How much private land will be removed fran the tax rolls? How
much land will be added to the tax rolls?

D. How much federal support in lieu of taxes will be avail.. or
support of required local infrastructure?

E. What technical and financial assistance will be available for
existing commercial enterprises from the Small Business
Administration?

XXVII. CIVIL DEFESE EMEIGENCY PREPAREDNESS

16



A. Location of missile system

B. Expected population increase

C. Will the military provide civil defense shelters for military
personnel?

D. If shelter space is provided for military personnel, will
additional space be available for civilians?

E. Will the military support local civil defense planning
facilities?

XXVIII. NEVADA NATIONAL GUARD

A. Will the Nevada National Guard training program be meshed with
base activities?

XXIX. HOUSING

A. Housing locations (i.e., where will the bases be built?)

B. Type of housing to be built onbase and offbase.

C. ft 1uber of housing units needed:

1. By county?
2. By family size?
3. For short-term (construction) and long-term (permanent)

housing?
4. Year by year (up to the maximum level and back down to the

nCs% permanent level)?

D. Time schedule for new employee arrival and housing construction.
E. The lack of state minimum standards for mobile home park

development and maintenance may result in widespread
substandard housing.

F. How will housing construction be financed?

G. Will state funded low income housing construction be required?
Ha! many units? When?

3 H. Will BLM land be available for residential construction? TheAir Force does not believe the sale of public land for
IMX-induced growth sets a precedent for the release of land in

other areas. The BLM has procedures for land transfers inI
effect at the current time.

I. Will the Air Force provide construction-period housing? This
includes direct workers, their dependents, and secondary or
induced employee housing needs.
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J. Will the Air force follow a permitting procedure forA
construction camps and/or ask the state to revuiew their plans?

K. What forms, sums, and sources of f inancing will be necessary
f or housing needs:

1. By year?
2. For construction and permanent financing?
3. By area?
4. By housing type? (mobile home park developuent financing,

mobile home purchase financing, multifamily apartment
project financing, and single family home financing)?

L. What will be the statewide impact on:

1. Financing sources?
2. Building material sources?
3. Utility, including water supply, resources?

M. what housing will be available for existing residents on fixed
incomes as the rent increases to inflated levels?

M. ENX4Y

A. What are the projected project and resicbet energy requirenents
by fuel type and region? This includes demand growth created
by secondary population growth.

B. What sources will be utilized? If new facilities are required,
when will they be completed?

C. The three most likely energy sources considered for MXC include
purchasing commercial power, a decentralized wind system, and a
central geothermal power system. Camercial electrical power
would be required as emergency back-up for the alternative
energy sources. Would current commercial electrical energy
users experience power outages during an emergency or at other
periods?

D. Will the state gasoline and fuel oil allocation be increased?

E. Where will the additional gasoline and fuel oil be refined? Is
excess refining capacity available? How will the fuel be
transporter to Wevada?

F. What is the projected level of federal and non-federal
construction?

G. Will federal construction comnply with state energy conservation
standards?

H. How will energy exploration efforts be affected?

I. Will new electrical transmission corridors or pipeline
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* rights-of-way be required? What are the impacts to Nevada of
constructing a north-south transmission line for MX?7

J. What federal funds will be provided for state energy planning?

K. Who will prepare the project energy plan?

L. What is the potential of using Nevada's geothermal, solar, and
wind resources as a fuel source for:

1. Alcohol distillation?
2. Electrical generation potential?
3. District space heating?

MOI. * IANPORrAT ION

A. Transport imrpacts

1. How must the shipping network be expanded? What are
specific improvements required in each transportation
sector including air, rail freight, trucking, federal,
state, and local road networks and pipelines? The Air
Force has already mentioned plans for the following
transportation improeents:

a. Railroad spurs will be extended to the operating base and
the assembly areas

b. The roads interconnecting clusters will be paved, but the
loop road will not

2. The Air Force has stated that MX project security will not
require restricting air space except over the operating base
air strip. The EIS should so state.

3. By what methods will the contractors transport construction
materials?

4. Will construction or operations personnel be bused to the
site? How many employees would be bused?

S. Highways

1. What traf fic will be generated, including truck percentages
and weights during construction and operations phases?

2.* What routes will be used? At what tines?

3. To what extent will civilian traffic increase?

4. What additional local expenditures will be required toI maintain existing local roads? Will Question 6 preclude
these expenditures?
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5. Will additional federal funding be available to maintainI state and federal highway systems?

6. What additional capital construction and maintenance costs
will local communities incur for new road construction?

C. Hazardous Materials

1. Hazardous materials transportation to and from the site:

a. What quantities are anticipated?
b. How often will shipments occur?
c. What safety measures will be taken?
d. Will the state or local government have any regulatory

powers?

XXXII. STATE ECCGNOY

A. Construction Period

1. Will MX project construction materials be subject to state
and local taxes?

2. What will be the effect on availability of goods and
services locally and throughout the state?

3. The effect upon the cost of goods and services locally and
throujhout the state?

4. The number of out-of-state contractors?

5. Projected time table

6. Location and size of construction camps

P. Operations

1. How many savings and loan branch offices will be required?

XXXIII. STATE GOVER94MV

A. Increased workloads during the writing of the EIS, as well
as the construction and operation periods will require
funding increases to support additional employees, building
space, communications, travel, purchasing, printing, and
other miscellaneous supporting services.

XXIV. REUIRED STATE LGISEATION

A. State legislation is necessary to authorize:

1. Increasing the number of justices of the peace and district
judges

I
20

--



2. Creation of additional townships by the boards of countycommissioners

3. Amendments of planning and zoning laws to encourage and
require orderly growth

4. Amendment of state public land laws

5. Amendment of laws relating to financial administration of
local governments

6. Changes in statutes relating to revenue and taxation with
emphasis upon the legislative-imposed spending cap or the
limitations imposed by the people by the adoption of
Proposition 6 in November 1980

7. Changes in stitutes relating to financial support of the
public school system, particularly disposition of any
federal subventions resulting from federally impacted
areas

8. Changes in county roads, the county gas tax, and
allocations of county gas tax funds

9. Mining and water resources regulations

XXXV. FEDERAL LRISLATICN

A. Property acquired or developed with funding from the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 cannot be converted to uses
other than public outdoor recreation without approval of the
Secretary. If the land is converted, equivalent lands must be
substituted.

XXXVI. DEOMMISSICNINW,

A. What is the expected life of MX?

B. Since the anticipated lifetime of MX is relatively short, the
state believes decommissioning should be considered as part of
this EIS.
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OO. NOR SALT LAKE CITY
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February 29, 1980

Brigadier General Forrest McCartney
Vice Commander
Ballistic Missile Office
United States Air Force
Norton Air Force Base, California 92409

Dear General McCartney:

This letter will constitute the official scoping comments of the State
of Utah with regard to the System Dep.oymut Environmental Impact Statement
on the M Missile now in preparation by your office. Please be advised that
we do not regard the scoping process as an empty exercise. We have made a
significant effort to solicit the comments of all appropriate state and
local government agencies as well as the view of others who assist the
Governor on the Utah 1X Task Force in order that we nay provide you with
the broadest possible perspective and indicate to the Air Force what we
believe the environmental impact statement must contain.

~Many of the specific comments received by contributors to this effort
are essentially duplicative and are merged and subsumed within the context
of this submittal. However, some of the comments provided were in sufficient
detail and supported by supplemental materials which we think may be helpful
to you if made part of this letter by reference and attachment. Therefore,
we are submitting copies of selected responses as formal, official attachments
to this letter.

Our understanding of the National Environmental Policy Act and its regu-3 lations is that the environmental impact statement (EIS) should contain infor-
mation in sufficient detail so that rational judgements about the proposed
action can be made by state and local governments and the public. The EIS
must necessarily examine and evaluate all reasonable alternatives to the
proposed action. In addition, the EIS must qualitatively identify and quantify
to the extent possible all significant impacts to the human environment resulting
from the proposed action and all its reasonable alternatives, as well as assess
the mitigation potential of these itpacts.
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Letter to General M4cCartney
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Therefore, we will require that the Air Force enumerate, in sufficient
detail, all direct, connected and cumulative effects regarding the preferred
plan with respect to time, location, manpower, materials and equipment, and
capital. All reasonable alternatives to the preferred plan m 'st also be
enumerated in similar detail so that reasoned comparisons and judgements
can be made.

The reasonable alternatives in the Air Force's EIS must include: 1)
a no action plan, 2) other reasonable and distinct plans, and 3) separate
and distinct mitigation plans. Examination of only systematic variations
of the preferred plan will not be considered sufficient (e.g., changing the
number of location of bases, changing the minimum shelter spacing, changing
the shelter design from horizontal to vertical, etc.) -It will be necessary
for the IS to consider the following alternative plans: 1) at least one
plan with split land-based deployment locations, 2) three separate plans,
each with different total system land-based deployment locations, 3) at
least two unique plans, each with significantly different land-based
deployment schemes, 4&) at least one plan for an air-launched strategic missile
system, and 5) at least one plan for a sea-launched strategic missile system.

The EIS must address all significant impacts to the human environment
stemming from the preferred plan and its reasonable alternatives. The signi-
ficant impacts to the human environment may be direct (due to construction,
operation or maintenance of the system), indirect (due to population growth
associated with the system), or cumulative (due to the direct and indirect
impacts plus the existing and most probable future baseline conditions, e.g.
IPP Power system, Martin-Marietta Cement Plant, etc.) All impacts must be
specified qualitatively and to the extent possible evaluated quantitatively
in terms of numbers, costs, etc; and where possible, attached to an array of
possible mitigation options with associated costs. The LIS impact assessment
must at the minimum identify the nature of each effect, as vell as its magnitude,
timing, duration, location, uniqueness, uncertainty or riskiness, nonconformance

wihexisting laws or regulations, mitigation options, and potential for publi.c

All the foregoing represents what appears to be required for a legally
3 sufiicient EIS. The attached outline specifies the minimum significant impacts
U which the State of Utah has identified that must be addressed in the MV Missile

System EIS, according to your scoping format, noting that each heading is not
entirely unique, and that some overlap of categories exists.

We will appreciate receiving your serious attention to this most
important public policy issue. In a matter of this magnitude, the EIS must
inspire confidence that a thorough and professional Job of analysis has been

* performed since there are many potential initiators of legal challenges to this
EIS, including the State of Utah. We expect that you will treat all of our

concerns seriously.

cere Y.

Governor

Attachments



IWAi STATE AGENCIES - MX SCOPING PROEJCT

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPIENT SERVICES
Division of State History

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Division of Natural Resources
Division of Oil, Gas & Mining
Division of Parks & Recreation
Division of State Lands
Division of Water Resources
Division of Water Rights
Division of Wildlife Resources
Outdoor Recreatioh Division
Seismic Safety Advisory Council

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY
Criminal Justice Educators
Law Enforcement Services Division
Peace Officers Standards & Training
Office of Camprehensive Emergency Management
Utah Council on Criminal Justice Administration
Utah Highway Patrol
Utah Highway Safety Division

DFPAR'TT1ET OF SOCIAL SERVICES
Division of Health

DEPARTMEIr' OF TRANSIOrATION

EEFGY C@SERVATION & DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL
Utah Energy Office

*STATE PLANNIM COORDINATOR

UTAH ADVISORY COUNCIL CN1 SCIENCE & TECDIIUCGY

UTAH GEOLOGICAL & MINERAL SURVEY

I UTPA STATE LAND B(OARD

UTAH STATE OFFICE OF EDJCATION

I
I
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STATE OF UTAH
SCOPINGCCMET

MX SYSTEM PWYMERT EIS

(Note that all headings apply to the proposed action and all
alternatives)

i. AIR QUALITY

A. Baseline data variables to be included in the existing and most
probable future scenarios without the MX system

1. Dust particulates

2. Gaseous air quality (nitrous oxides, sulfur dioxides, ozone,
hydrocarbons)

3. Airborne toxic elements (beryllium, arsenic, boron, cadmium,
chromium, copper, silenium, lead, radioactive particles,
etc.)

4. Visibility

5. Air quality classification

6. Aesthetics

P. Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to be included in the
existing and most probable future scenarios with the MX system
as a result of construction and operation of the project and
associated ropulation growth, with their specific mitigation
options detailed/discussed as to feasibility, application, and
impact.

1. Increase in dust particulates
2. Decrease in gaseous air quality
3. Increase in airborne toxic elements4. Decrease in visibility5. Decrease in air quality classification

6. Decrease in aesthetics and beauty

II. ARQIAEOLOICAL AND HIS'ORICAL SITES

A. Baseline data areas to be included as a supplement to existing
information and used in the existing and most probable future
scenarios without the MX system. This is to include
compilation of records, physical resources, and sensitivity
identification.

1. Paleontology
2. Archaeology
3. Historical

i 4. Architectural

2



5. Aesthetics

B. Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to be included in the
existing and most probable future scenarios with the MX system
as a result of construction and operation of the project and
associated population growth, with their specific mitigation
options detailed/discussed as to feasibility, application, and
impact.

1. Increase in exposure and/or loss of sites
2. Increase in disturbance (vandalism) of sites
3. Decrease in aesthetics of sites (whether disturbed or

undisturbed)

III. EaMY AND NCNRFNENABLE RESCURCES

A. Baseline data variables to be included in the existing and most
probable future scenarios without the MX system

1. Energy resources, e.g., electricity, gasoline, coal, crude
oil, diesel fuel, home and industrial fuel beating oil,
natural gas, asphalt, etc.

2. Construction materials, e.g., concrete, aggregates, asphalt,
aluminium, sand, timber, bricks, steel, water, topsoil,
copper, concrete blocks, fly ash, rails, etc.

3. Peavy equipment and supplies, e.g., dozers, power shovels,
tires, drilling equipment, diesel locomotives, graders,
loaders, trucks, electrical systems, box cars, cranes,
er:gines, earth movers, transmissions, ore cars, etc.

4. Capital use, inflation factors, shortages and costs of
*energy resources, construction materials, and heavy

equipment and supplies

equipment and supplies

B. Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to be included in the existing and
most probable future scenarios with the MX system as a result of construction

* and operation of the project and associated population growth, with their
Ipecific mitigation options detailed/discussed as to feasibility, application,
and impact.

* 1. Increase in use of and feasibility of transporting or accessing energy
resources

2. Increase in use of construction materials

3. Increase in use, price, and shortages of heavy equipment and supplies

4. Increase in prices or shortages of construction inputs due to supply
inelasticities

6 3



IV. LAD USE AND LMD RIGITS

A. Baseline data variables to be included in the existing and most probable
future scenarios without the MX system

1. Current and projected land uses, including: agricultural
crop and grazing, mining and extraction; recreational
-passive and active; wilderness - plant, both terrestrial
and aquatic; transportation, ccmunications, utilities;
urban areas - residential, commercial, industrial,
unimproved vacant, parks, streets, roads, both public and
semi-public; water; archaeological or historic; American
Indian; and water

2. Land ownership including federal, state, county, local,
private, and American Indian

3. Land access including multiple use, single use, and private
uses

4. Land topography and geology

5. Land vegetation including plants, forests, grazing and crops

6. Land values

7. Aesthetic areas

B. Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to be included in the
existing and most probable future scenarios with the MX system
as a result of construction and operation of the project and
associated rorulation growth, with their specific mitigation
options detailed/discussed as to feasibility, application, and
impact.

1. Decrease in land used for agricultural and recreational
activities and ary increase in local and private urbanized
land. This includes net change in land values.

2. Decrease in state lands

3. Decrease in land available for multiple use

4. Decrease in vegetative cover

I 5. Increase in transportation-communications-utilities network

3 6. Delays, interference, or exclusion of mineral exploration or
extraction

7. Decrease in aesthetics of area

V. NRTIVE APERICANS
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A. Baseline data to be included in the existing and most probable
future scenarios without the MX systemi

1. Indian lands presently occupied

2. Indian lands not occupied

3. Lands under litigation by Indian pecple

4. Indian water rights and water sources

5. Lands utilized for fishing, hunting, food provision, and
recreation

6. Sacred and ritual observance locations

7. Native Americans not occupying Indian lands

B. Direct, indirect, and cumulative inFcts to be included in the
existing and most probable future scenarios with the MX system
as a result of construction and operation of the project and
associated population growth, with their specific mitigation
options detail ed/discussed as to feasibility, application, and
impact.

I 1. Encroachment or disturbance of actual or claimed Indian lands

2. Loss of water rights, resources, or disturbances of existingI wrater flow patterns

3. Loss, encroachment, destruction or vandalism cf sacred1 burial or ritual sites

4. Loss or infringement upon hunting, fishing, recreational,j and food provision areas

VI. P!BLIC HEALTH AND SAFET1Y

I A. Baseline data variables to be included in the existing and most
probable future scenarios without the MX system

1. Public health personnel by service area, e.g., medical
doctors, veterinarians, dentists, orthodontists, oral
surgeons, registered nurses, licensed practical nurses,
midwives, pharmacists, sanitarians, paramedics,

psychologists, social workers, etc.
2. Public health facilities by service area, e.g., hospitals byI ownership and type; clinics by staff, ownrsip, and type;

day care centers; ambulatory centers; waterworks and
Pollution control facilities; solid waste disposal areas/j structures; sewage treatment facilities, etc.

3. Public safety personnel by service area, e.g., police by
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jur isdict iorul responsibilities, civil defense coordinators,
public safety inspectors, law enforcement and criminal
justice administrators,, firemen, etc.

4. Public safety facilities by service area, e.g., jails and
other detention centers, civil defense shelters, nuclear and
hazardous materials centers, courthouses, firehouses, etc.

5. Fiscal structure of public health and safety services, as
well as capacity to expand services in number and area

B. Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to be included in the
existing and most probable future scenarios with the MX system
as a result of construction and operation of the project and
associated population growth, with their specific mitigation
options detail ed/discussed as to fesibility, application, and
impact.

1.* Increase in job related injuries and fatalities

2. Increase in general sanitary services, including water
pollution control, solid waste management or disposal, and
sewage treatment

3.* Increase in civil defense prearedniess needs

4. Increase in law enforcement, fire protection, and criminal
justice services

5. Increase in specialized health care services, including
famiily planning and social disease control of VD, alcohol,
or ftruc abuse

VII. RAPID, LARGE-SCALE GROMi

A. Baselime data variable to be included in the existing and most
probable future scenarios without the MX system

1. All facilities by location, quantity, quality, ownership,
access, and value. This including all residential,
commercial, industrial, public, and semi-pblic lands and
structures in and near urban areas.

*2. The present residents' attitudes about themselves, their
5 commnunity and rapid, large-scale growth

3. Fiscal structure and existing financial conditions related
to the supply of public and semi-public facilities and

- services, as well as expansion capacity

4. Demographic and occupational characteristic of residents
5. Experiences of similar comunzities problems and* adaptations

to rapid, large-scale growth
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6. Aesthetics of the area

B. Direct, indirect, and cumulative inpacts to be included in the
existing and most probable future scenarios with the MX system
as a result of construction and operation of the project and
associated population growth, with their specific mitigation
options detailed/discussed as to feasibility, application, and
impact.

1. Increase in urban facilities and services

2. Increase in income and occupational distribution of primary
jobs

3. Decrease in community cziesion.

4. Decrease in ability to pay for increased urban facilities
and services

5. Increase in social services (marital counselors, juvenile
counselors, social workers, etc.)

6. Decrease in aesthetics of area

VIII. TFPRESTRIAL MD lATIC ECOSYSTEMS

A. Baseline data variables to be included in the existing and most
probable future scenarios without the MX system

1. Habitat and seasonal ranges for all Great Basin species in
the following categories: endangered, big game, small game,
nongame, waterfowl, aquatic, and plant

I 2. Hunting and fishing demands and harvests for all game
species

3. Critical habitat areas by species

B. Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to be included in the
3 existing and most probable future scenarios with the MX system

as a result of construction and operation of the project and
associated population growth, with their specific mitigation
options detailed/discussed as to feasibility, application, andI inu ct.

1. Decrease in habitat (by species)

2. Decrease in seasonal ranges and migratory areas

3. Increase in competition for survival

4. Increase in legal hunting
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1 5. Increase i- ier!. - hunting and harass-ent

IX. WATER RRS[,CES

IA. Baseline data variable to be included in the existing and most
probable future scenarios without the MX system

1. Regional and area-specific availability of surface and
subsurface water resources

I 2. Present users and uses of water by type, amount, and season

3. Relationships between subsurface water drawdown and waterg filtration between shallow, medium, and &ieep aquifers

4. Surface drainage patterns, recharge rates, and evapo-
transpiration rates by watershed

5. Flood hazard potential by vtershed (impervious factors)

1 6. Water allocation by watershed

7. Water quality parameters (TKN, ph.osphorous, lead, zinc,
cyanide, iron, nickel, chrmitim, copper, aumonia, chlorides,
sulfates, suspenleu rolids, dissolved oxygen, fecal
coliforms, PC'73:, arsenic, ranegamese, tcnMerature, specific
conductivity, p11, turbidity, etc.)

I 8. Ikesthetics of the area

B. Direct, indirect, ani cumulative inacts to be included in the
existing and most probable f,-tvre scenarios with the MX system
as a result of construction and opnraton of the project and
associated population growth, with their specific mitigation

* options detailed/discussed as to feasibility, application, and
impact.

1. Increase in water consumption (by watershed in acre-feet)
2. Increase in subsidence
3. Increase in flood hazard potential
4. Decrease in groundwater table
5. Decrease in water quality
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UMML*~~ZUSTATE An LOCAL AGENCIES

General Services Amin. U.S. Dept. of the Interior Arizona. state of Nevada. State of
Washinqton. D.C. Bureau of Land Mgt. Planning Division Dept. of Conservation a

o P.C. Freman i1, Adin. Ely District Office Ariz. Off. of Ecan. Planning D hy. Natural Resources
Ely. Nevada Pnoenix, AZ Div. of Mineral resoures

General Services Amin. a Stephen nes. NA Coordinator o Joyce Hall

Public 8dge. Service Chapman Branch Library

San Frencisco. CA U.S. Dept. of the Interior Salt Lake City, UT Nevada, state of

o Robert K. Bogardus Geological Survey a Nancy Tessmap Dept. of Conservation 6

Mset. Regionl Ad n. Denver Federal Center Natural Resources

Denver. 00 City of LOs Angeles Div. of State Lnds

NASA a Eugene G. Ellis. Geologist Dept. of ater & Power Carson City, NV
Ngt. Support Off.. Code LS-4 I"a Angeles, CA o Jac A. Show, Admn.

Washington, D.C. U.S. Dept. of the Interior o James M. Anthony; Mqr., o James Hanson, Dep. Admin.

o Russell Ritchie, National Park Service Coal-Fueled Pro3ects

Dep. Admin. for Programs Denver Service Center Nevada, state Of

Denver, CO Clark County, Nevada Dept. of Conservation and

U.S. Arm Control and o Ronald W. Johnson county Admanistrator's Office Natural Resources

Disarmament Agency o Douglas Bell, Grants Adin. Div. of State Parks

Washington. D.C. U.S. Dept. of the Interior o John L. Noder. Amn.

o James Montgomery, Office of the Secretary Clark County. Nevada o Jay Neierdierck

Actip Asest. Dir. Washington, D.C. Dept. of Comprehensive Planning

o Daniel Beard Las Vegas, N Nevada, state of

U.S. Dept. of Agriculture o James W. Carlin, Mnet. Secy.. o 3mi Lay, Prin. Planner Dept. of Conservation 4

Soil Conservation Service Land & Water aesources Natural Resources

Selt Lake City, UT o Guy, Mest. Secy, Land a Water Clark County. Nevada DIv. of Water Planning

o George D. Mcillan, Resources Litbrary District Carson City, NV

St. Conservationist tAs Vegas, NV o James P. Hawks, Admin.

U.S. Dept. of the Interior o Joel McKee, Lib. Admn.

U.S. Dept. of Agriculture U.S. Fish a Wildlife Service Nevada. state of

U.S. Forest Service Off. of Endangered Species Clark County, Nevada Dept. of Conservation S

Ogden, UT Washington, D.C. Off. of the County manager Natural Resources

o Vern Haar*, o Nacaryde Las Vegas, NV Div. of Water Resources
Regional Forester o 0 icsi" * Sr. Ngt. Analyst Carson City, NV

U.S. Dept. of Justice 0 William Nemn, St. Engineer

U.3. Dept. of Agriculture Washington. D.C.

U.S. Forest Service o Lois J. Schiffer; Chief, General 41rl4t . - '-rict Nevada. state of

Fishliake National Forest Litigation Section. Land A Natural 1 1 q Dept. of Conservation G

Richfield, UT Resources Division ,., .,r.,Natural Resources
o Glenn& Forbush NoV. Div. of Historic Preservation

U.S. Dept. of Justice . S Archaeology

U.s. Dept. of Coumerce Federal Prison System I t'. 4 s ster Agcy. Carson City. NV

National weather Service Washington, D.C. V=. ', 0 a Mimi Madden. Amin.

Salt Lake City, UT o James H. Webster; Chief, Off. ;x r. I. , n Director

i Mary Dee Seal
1

, of Facilities Dev. a Operations Nevada, State of

Dep. Secretarial Rep. *"fvt. i ';te of Dept. of Conservation 4

U.S. Dept. -f Labor/ETA Cosial. . Or Veteran Affairs Natural Resources

U.S. Dept. of Commerce Washington, D.C. -"01 NV Office of the Director

The Asst. Secy. for Sci. G Tech. a Ernest Green, At. Sey.. Stain t. Moen, commissioner Carson City. NY

Washington, D.C. Employment S Training 0 Poland Netergard, Div.

o Jordan J. Baruch Nevada, State of

U.S. Dept. of State muter Facility Nevada, state of
U.S. Dept. of Defense Bureasu of Oceans & Intl. Environ- o Arthur r. Croeby. Ngr. Dept. of Economic Development

Dept. of the Air Force mental and Scientific Affairs Carson City. WV

Washington, D.C. Washington. D.C. Nevada. State of o Peagi Gold. Dir.

o Carlos Stern, Ph.D, o No. Alston Maynel Dep. Met. Secy., Dept. of Administration

Dep. for Environment G Safety Env., Nealth S Nat. Resources Carson City. NV Nevada. State of
o Howard E. Barrett. Dir. Dept. of Educatlon

U.S. Dept. of Defense U.S. Dept. of Transportation Off. of the Superintendent of

Dept. of the Air Force FAA Nevada, State of Public instruction

Hdqtrs. U.S. Air Force Washington, D.C. Dept. of Agriculture Carson City. NV
Washington, D.C. o John S. Weler, Director Reno. WV o Te "nders, Su erintendent

0 o Guy L. ecker, Jr., Enviromnt S Energy o lWm55s . sallow, Kiec. Dir. o Dillie N. Kelley, Asoc.

Special sat. Superintendent for Adamin.

o Robert L. Itlingens ith. Colonel U.S. Dept. of Transportation Nevada, State of
Chief, Environmental Div. Fed. Highway Admin. Dept. of Commrce Nevada, State of

Direc.orate of Engr. a Services Son Francisco, CA Insurance Division Dept. of Enery

0 Neil Lillabough Dir., Off. Carson City, NV Carson City, NV

U.S. Dept. of Defense of Snv. G Design o Donald Heath, Cor. of Ins. o Noel Clark, Dir.
Dept. of the Air Force o Kelly Jackson

Ogden A4C/XRX U.S. Environmental Protection Agcy. Nevada, State of

Hill AFS. UT Washington, D.C. Dept. of Commrce Nevada, State of

o K.ajor Droddy o William N. Hedeman, Jr.i Dir., Nanufactured Mousing Division Dept. of Fish a Game

o ff. of Environmental Review Carson City, NV an, NV
U.S. Dept. of Defense 0 *. Wayne Ttrault, AdiAn. a Joseph C. Gre"nly. Dir.

Dept. of the Air Force U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Wright-Patterson ArB. ON Div. of Site Safety S Ev. Analysis Nevada, State of Nevada, State of

o Capt. Pearce, ArIT/DE Washington. D.C. Dept. of Conservation a Natural Dept. of General Services

o Daniel R. Muller, Acting Dir., Resources Carson City, NV

I U.S. Dept. of Defense Off. of Nuclear Reactor Regulation Div. Of Conservation Districts o Bruce Greenhalgh. Dir.

Off. of the Asst. SeCy. Of Defense Carson City, NV

Washington, D.C. U.S. Office of Personnel Ngt. a Dean Nierau, Admin. Officer Nevada, State of

o Perry J. Fliakas, Washington, D.C. Dept. of figha sy

Dep. Aset. Secy. of Defense o Arch S. samasyl Asoc. Director, Nevada, State of O Joseph A. Soms. Dir.

(Installations and Housing) Staffing service* Dept. of Conservation a Natural o Bill N. arsh, P.S., Dp. Dir.

* Resources
U.S. Dept. of Health, 9duc. S Welfare U.S. Treasury Dept. Div. of Environmntal Protection Nevaa, State of

Office of the Secretary off. of the Secy. of the Treasury a Z.G. Gregory, Admin. Dept. of Namn Rsources

Washington, D.C. Off. of dain. Programs Div. ftr Aging Servicae

o Charles Custard, Director Washington. D.C. Nevada, state of Carson City, NV

I Off. of Environmntal Affairs o Robert R. Fredlunds Dir., Dept. of Conservation G Naturel o John McSweeney, dmin.

Admin. Programs Resources
U.S. Dept. Of Housing & Urban Dev. Div. of Forestry Nevada, State of

Washington, D.C. Elko. NV Dept. of Human Resoute

o Robert C. Ebry, Jr., Asst. Secy. • N.P. Jordan, Forester Iti s. of Chilfte"'s Usaibt 6esv.

S Melvin W.Che, Sr. Progra Off. o L.V. Smith Caron City, N
0 Richard bentlnck. Mr Chief
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hevada . Stat. of moead. state of Nevada. state of Utah. Saeo
Dept. of Mbuna Resources Governor.s Office. State Treasurer :tot* Off.ofSaci
Ox-. of Health Executive Chiber Carson city, Mv Salt LAMe City, UP

5u. of Comntry Health Sqrv. 0 Governor Li1st a Stanton Colton, St. Treasurer 0 Vaughn Hall, Dep. Sagpt.
Carso city. N
o William Edwards. MD. MHN Chief Nlevada, state at Salt Lake County Public works Utah. state of

Health planning 6 Resources Div. of water Quality 6 water state Planning coordinator
Nevada. tt toOf Carson Ci ty. my Pollution Control Salt Lake City. LOT
Dept of Ifun Resources 0 MYC I Wygren' Admin. Salt Lake City. UT
Div. of Health 0 Terry Way. Water Quality Utah. state of
sou. of Conume Helth Nevada. state of Specialist Utah energy office
protection services Labor Commissioner Salt Laoke City, UT
C.so Ci. Y v Carson City, MY Utah. State of 0 Jack Lyman, Dir.
o Yjams A1.1tdoundson 0 Richard McNel, labor COST. Advisory Council on Sci. &Tech.

o James W. Sunger, Ph.D.,* Utah. State of
Nevada. Start of Nevada. state of State Science Advisor In Geological S Mineral survey
Dept. Of Human Resources Legislative Counsel Bureau Salt Lake City. In
Div. of Health Carson City. N1V Utah. State of 0 Donald T. mcmillan
a.,. of Dental Health 0 Andrew P. Grose, Research Dir. Dept. Of Agriculture
Carson city. MY
0 William Thomason. DDS, Chief Nevada. State of Utsh, State of

Military Dept. Dept. of Health NAT1IAL ORAMISATIONS
Nevada. , tate of Carson City. MY Salt Lake City, In
Ve t. of Human Resources 0 M.G. William F. Engel, o James 0. Mason. M~. Dr. P.m. Advisory Council on

*Div. of jiralth The Adjutant General Exec. Dir. Historic Preservation
*Off, Of State Health Off. Denver. CO

Carson City. NV Haead. state of Utah. State of 0 Louis S. Wall; Chief.
o John Carr. MD. State Health Of f. NeVada Mousing Div. Dept. of Natural Resource. Western Div. of Proj. Review
o Paul Cohr. Admin. 0 A. IM~itt. Jr., Adm. Salt Lake City. Un o Robert Rt. Garvey. .

o oe Hanson, Pt; St. Engr. Esec. Dir.
Nevada. State Of Nevada. State of o Gordon Marueton. Exec. Dir.
Dept. of Hun Resources Noeda Industrial Comission o David Madlsen. St. Archool American Frimed" Sae. Comittee
Rrhabilitation Div. Carson City. MV o Chauncey Povis. Fed./State Cleveland. ON
Admin. Office 0 John R. Reiser, Chairman Coordinator 0 Kathy Sickman
Carson City. NV
Del Frost, Admin. Noeda. State of Utah. State of Center for Defense Information

Novada tagialative water comittee Dept. Of Natural Resources Washington. D.C.
Nevada, State of LAS Vegas, NV Div. of Oil. Gsa Mining o TeaMs014 Kora. Staff Analyst
Dept. of Human Resources 0 Bedrosian Salt Lake City. In 0 Gene R. La Macgo.. Dir.
welfare Division 0 Joe Dini a Cleow 9. Feight. Dir.

Cas iy V0 Glaser Center for LAy G social PoIlcy
o 3.'ore E. Killer. Stat. 0 Graddock Utah, State of Washington. D.C.

W~lfare Admin. o Rhoads Dept. of Natural Resources 0 Leonard C. Meeker
Div. of Forks a Recreation 0 Bruce M. Rich

N-vd. State of Noeada State of Salt Lake City. In
,'L f Human Resources Nevada state Library 0 Kenneth t. Travous. Clergy a Laity Concerned

lctr oevIces Div. Carson city, NV Comrehensive Planner Nov York, HY
Car- i. y. NV o Joseph 3. Anderson, St. Librarian oJohn Collinsa

io rt t. Edmondson, Adm. o Joanne Goodrich. Library DeY. Div. Utah. State of 0Barbara LuHPO

-4-da $ta. ofDept. of Natural Resources
* !vaa.stteofNevada. State of Div. of State History 7be Conservation, Foundation

D,-t. off Law Eforctement Asittance Off, Of the Attorney General Washington, D.C.
Car son City. N.' Carson City, MY Utah. State of 0 Sony G. Scott
o Rio urd C. Richard*, Criainal o Larry Struve. Ch. Dep. Atty. Gen. Dept. of Natural Resourcee

Jusni-e specialist Div. Of State 1.11"s Friends Oae. on Netional LAB.
Nevada, state Of Salt Lake City. In Washington, D.C.

Meu-da. State of Public Service Commission of Nevada o William K. Dinehart. Dir. 0 Steve Linicheid. Lapgis. Aget.
Dpt. of Motor Vehicles 0 Dave James. Accounting Indian Affairs
Carsorn City. NV 0 Heber P. Hardy Utah, state of
. SharOn P. Alcamo Dept. Of Natural Resources Friends of the earth
e' Nao- S. Bernett Nevada, state of Div. Of water Resources Washington. D.C.
oH-%: Ciardeila, Chief, Public Work. Board Salt Lake City. In o Stephen M. Wheeler

P-4nistrotion Div. Carson city. MV
- herard Deil, Chief, .HN.P. 0 William V. Hancock, Manager Utah. state Of Langoe of woman voters
o Ssrton Jacks, Director Dept. Of Natural Reources LAS Vegas. NV
0 N.W. Richards; Chief, Nevada, State of Div. of Wildlife Resources

Motor Carrier Div. Savings a Loan Division Salt Lake City. In Lutheran COUNCIL In the U.S.A.
C0 taoanrd Winkelein; Chief. o Lester 0. Goddard. Ca. o Douglas r. Day, Dir. Washington. D.C.

Adir.. Services 0 Partin A. Soviks Staff Mset.
novada. state of Utah. State of Off. for Go-arumantal Affairs

ONvada, $tat. of Seventh Judicial District Court Dept. Of Natural Resource.
ray t. of motor Vehicles Juvenile Probation Dept. outdoor Recreation Agency National science Foundation
Traffic safety Division Ely. Nevada Salt Lake city. In Washington,. D.C.
Carson City. NV 0 Macold Moorehead, Chief 0 William H1. Schwab, Planner 0 Adair Matginry, Chairman.
o Dave Lavson Probation officer Gas. on environmental Matters

* Utah, state of
Nevada. State of Nevada. State of Dept. of Natural Resources National Wildlife Federation
Dept. of museums L History State Comprahensive emloyment 6 Seimic safety Advisory Council moulder. CO
Carson City. NV Training Office Salt Lake City. In 0 take 3. Danielson. Counsel
0 Jack t. Porter. Adm. Careom city. NV o Delbert a. ward

0 Myrna Macdonald. Emec. Dir.
Nevada, State of Utah, State of SAME
Dept. Of Taxation Nevada. State of Dept. of Public safety Washington, D.C.
Carson City. NV State Environmental Comission 0 Micheel N"by. Amet. Dir.
o "a Hickson, Exeer. Di r. Carson city, Nrv Utah, State of

0 Jim Hannah, Exec. $sy. Dept. of Social Services U.S. Water Resources Council
Nevada, State of Salt Lake City. In Washington. D.C.
Dejt. Of Transportation Novad", state of o Jean Sinyon 0 Lao M. seel. Director
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Mevai. tat ofNevada. State of a William D. Nurley, Dir.

Division of Colorado Riv. Resources State Industrial Attorney
Las Vegas. NV Loe Vega. NV Utah, State of
"o " vInet. Bud--eke, Adm. 0 Scott Baker, St. Indus. Atty. Office of the Governor
" Jack L. Stonehocker. Dep. Admin. Salt Like City. In
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emloyment security Dept. Carson City. NV
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Alamo Town Board Nevadans Opposed to ILK David 9. Acker Susan C. Cohen
Alana. NV Las Vegas. NV Deord, HPA Salt LAkeS City. UT

Northern Nov. Native Plant Society ANes Exploration. lube. Valerie P. Cohen
Alliance for Survive! Rewa. WV Subsidiary at Aeas. Inc. -Ceder city. Ur
142 Angeles6. CA o Margaret Willias, Exsc. bevy. Tucson. AZ
o Paul O*Coner a 3.?. Green Eric D. Cole

Northern Hev. Section at AINS Salt Lake City. Or
Antelope Indian Circle Cultural Reno. NV el"ca Mnera. SIc.
Grcu.; a Joyce Hall Subsidiary at Selection Trust Ltd..* Alyce A. Coleman
Susanville. CA London, England Redwood City, CA
Saes X. Woodman Peace South House Ruth. MV

ogpeue. my a Lyle Taylor Contemporary Technologies co.
berk.lay Students fur Peace a J anet Wordheis Tucson, AZ
berkoley. CA American Solar enterpries 0 Jams Sanches
0 Willism Kahn Qabel Foundation. Inc. LAS Vegas. MV

Snata Cruz, CA a David Ji. Cale Converse Word, Davit. Dieon
The Brine Shrimp Aill&a"c Geotechnical Consultants
Salt Lake City, UT Regional Planning Comission Gail D. Amtrong San Francisco. CA

Ely. MV Paibas KV 0 Eugene A. Killer, Sr.,* V.P.
The Caliornia liative Plant Soc . 0 P. Greenwall. Secy.
Nat-~nal City. CA Lille Arndt D.C. Cook
0 R. Mitchel Beauchamp Rocky Flats Truth rte Ely, NV Salt Lake City. UT

boulder. CO
Cedsr City Chamber of Commerce P.M. Arvin Judith Ann Core
Cedar City. UT Sagebrush Alliance Reno. my Salt Lake City. UT
o Paul Whtman. Pres. Las Vegas. NV

0 Fred Landau Stacey Atkin leaee J. Costello
Citizet Alert Salt Lake City. UT Neat mombury. "An
Reno. 9V Salt Lake Chap. Zero Pop. Growth
" Susan Orr Salt Lake City. UT Atlantic Richfield Co. Tony 0. Coeley
" 30nn usliinghoft Denver. 00 eAduv . UT

Sierra Club - Salt Lake Group a C.H. Moseley. Sest. Public Lads
City Council Salt Lake City, UT Coordinate; Govt. Relations Dan Crain
Ely, NV 0 Dr. 3. Dennis Willigan a J.R. Hitchell Pansoa. NV

Desert Fishes Council Sierra Club - Las Voges Group of Sarl T. Augustine Dalton. Dalton, Newport
Death valley, CA Toiyabe Chapter "Ilt Lake City. UT Cleveland, OH
o Peter G. Sanchez, Chairman Las Vegas, NV

Beehive Telephonie Co.. Incu. VAPAssociates
Tne Desert Protective Council. Inc. Sierra Club - Utah Chapter Sal Lake City, UT Philadelphia, PA
Luzerne Valley. CA Lagan, UT a Arthur W. brothers.'Pres. 0 Scott Killinger
o Ch~ik bell. V.P. 0 Marto Tollerup, HZ Spokesperson

Don ashla Dams& S Moore
Ducks .ter Shoshone Tribe Southern Utah Residents Cocered Sadismn. WI 0 Ruth L. Van Dyke
raikiaier. NV About the Enivronument. CSOUZI
0 Jenrry Miliett, Chairman cedar City. U .P Sylvia bendix Jeff N. Dean

E17 Cclony Council Southwst Resource CouncilBeklyCAStI**iyT
Ely. !,v Hurricane,* UT Hare beyelor DO S0ovr. Savage S Aesocs.,* Inc.

O tsle1j Allison a Jane Whalen Denver. CO Hgt. a Systems 6n"ner
Washington. D.C.

Ely Lions Club Union of Concerned Scientists Russell and joy betatte a Wayne C. savae,. V.P.
Ely. %V Cambridge. A Pleasanton. NO'
o ILe. L.. Curto. Pres. a Paul F. Walker Bsis Deflart

ThU blodget NV
lfiwanis Club zf White Pine United Nations Assoc. at Utah Chico. CA
Ely. %'V Salt Lake City, UT Delta Fire Sprinkler System

a Oren A. Nelson. Pres. Robert N. Broadbent Salt Lake City, UT
XtX Inforvsation Coalition Boulder City. MV a Stan Roinson
Salt Lake City. U1T Utah Audubon Society
o Stanley Holmes, Coordinator Salt Lake City. UT Thors R. Brown Desert springs Realty

MifroouterFr et Daniel Geery, Solar Chairperson Bakersfield. CA Sparks, NV
Milfrd Vlunter Fre Dpt.0 William Penrose

Hillori. UT White Pine Chiamber of Corce Virginia browning
0 Ray P. Whiting, Chief Ely, NV Salt Lake City. UT Earl A. Edmunds

Native American Church of N. Amt. oAI WilaISnc.an rsCro Ct.N
Hclrritt, WV White Pine County Development Corp. Las Vegas. NV R. Dent Eisler
o Stanley Smart, Traditional Laader Ely. WY Kansas City. Nlo

a Hike bourne Delne Campbell
Nevada Cattlemen's Association Verdi, NV Ely Daily Time
TonoFa:., NV "~its Pine County Read Dept. Ely. Nrv

Ely, NV csq% Dresser Seems. Inc. a Joe Haric&
Nov. Indian Environmental a Donald W. Jordan, Road Supvr. Environmetal Science Division
Research Project, Wheat Ridge, CO Facilitators, Inc.

Rea VWhite.Pine County Sheriff's Off. a David B. White Financial S Resource Develomnt
On lra J. Harry Ely.,N Specialists - Consultants

0 Dean Setterup 3.3. Capriole Co. Las Vegas. NrvNevada historical Society Elko, NV 0 Susan D. WaddiloveReno. hV White Pine County Welfare Dept. a bill Bear
0 John M. Townley, Dir. Ely, NV Filimore Hospital and Clinic

a Magaet E. Zeous, Dkr. C. Richard Capurr, Tilimmr. UT
Nevada Xiing Assoc, Inc. Spaks. NV 0 Richard It. Packer1 Reno, -.v White Pine Farm Sureso

Ely, 01V Center for Harmne Research Relph F. FindlayNevada Public Land Users Assoc. a Jeff Gardner. Pros. Carlsbad. CA Salt Lake City. UT
Handelmon. NV a Dennis L. Brining. Project

oClleen Freeson. Pres. White Pine Historical Society Scientist Dr. Edwin brown Firmege

Nevada ..ildlsfe Federation Ey VDavid H. Chaykin Sl eCtU
Orton. IrNv The Wilderness Society Albany, CA Ed Fitspetrick

Chari Cinkoske
Nevada c;ool Growers As-:. "Oren in Hining pi. Las Vegas, MV Marilyn Flanges

ely, W.. ba~tlet Aountain. NV Sua ohaeLas Vegas. N1V

Sacramento, CA
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Christophnr rw.stoukos Kanab. UTl Ken Morris Real 9state, Co.. Inc. Ely, MY
Wrcester., MA r Vegas. MV

PJohn E. Johnson obetNrl C. Richard
b ill Gallagher Las Vogl&$. My sparks. MV
Pleasant Kill. CA L. More*

Ray Johnison Washington. D.C. Theodore D. Slopes
tlizabeth A. Gamboni Milford. IfT

fto .Bll. Kaysing Phillip Nelson.1Las Vegas, NV xoapah, U? Joseph M. Robertson. Ph.D.mat S. Gatos Reno. MYIdaho Falls. ID Keradaaxi. Inc. Tom Ochs
Mineral Exploration Boulder city. my Gerald 11. Robinson, Jr.

Gasette-Journal Carson Su. Albuquerque. M Monroe, U1W
Carson City.VNV o. Jack Carter. Geologist Robert L. Ogden
aSusan N. Volek Magna City. UT Georgia Russell

Go or IElectricF. Key ps.U

Gneral leti Washington. D.C. Carolyn R. Olson
Technical Information Center Fillmore. UT James D. Santifti
Santa Barbara, CA Peter Kie..it sons Co., *contractors Washington. D.C.
aSara B. Ellinunod Murray. 1r Richard A. Orr

o Bob Hatcher Calisote. lVV Nk Sansenbach
Dennis Ghilieri anta Fe. Mmfe.", NV Evelyn 1. Psul Kimberly Osterlund Enterprises, Inc.

Overton, W V Los Gatos.* CA Lyn Schmale
Carol Gilbert 0 Walter N. Pelton. Pree. Anacond, CopperSaginaw, NI Terri Kimmich Denver. CO

Dera, GiliniLas Vegas. My, Pacific Silver Corporation
Big Pine. CA Bradley P. Ecech o William R. Wilson Salt Lake City. UT

Remo. lV
R.N. Goldberger Leonard Padilla Lin& Sharp -Sharp Reaches
Free LanCe News Service Kendall Kroesen Quemsda. N Tonopah. 0V
Salt Lake City. UT Riverside. CA MraFitrTmSua

Glenn a. Goodrich S. Ladni:Y Carson City. MV Suu.C

Salt Lake City, UTa~se ajreBl
Edwar A. angeSacrment, CAReno,.MI Clarence, G. Gowan N. Las Vegas, N1V

Aiouqutrque. N14 Thomas N. Parks, Cecil C. spears
Eileen Lappe Salt Leae City. UT Tonopah, NV

Cheryl1 Grana Cheyenne. My
Salt Lake City, LIT Jack 5. Parson Construction Co. Rose Strickland

Frank Law Ogden. Ur MRno. MVI Cindy Greathouse Delta, UT o Nolan E. Karras. Financial V.P.Lyindyl. LIT Steve Sutherland
C.F. Levis Mr. & Mrs. Paulick Ely, MY'

Brad Green Lexington, KY Fillmore. UT
Cenerville. UT Mnice C. Svift

Jack Nartin Barbare lannan Boulder. CO
I..GegGoldfield, MY Ephraim, UPReno. KV Tn wte

Sunny Martin David C. PeIl
Greenway Development Co. Ely. fly Salt Lake City. UT Sylvania Systems Group

'NV western Division
oKrGreeBen Rates N. Duke Pepper CTE Sylvania incorporated

Raosalt Lake City. UT Sharmans Dale. NV Mountain View. CA
Carson City. NV Mrs. Gene McBride Al. Pethsreh

Salt Lake City. UT System Planning Corporation
Draell G. Nafen Thoms McC5N~ant Alington. VA

Draper. 1Wr Pine Grove Associates oDarlene S. Havener,

E, Wayne Hage Rev. Walter A. mHclelihan Robert Poor
Tano'ah , NV Scottsdale, AZ Winnlemucca, NV Brad Taylor

Salt Lake City. UTl
Dald A. Naselhoff Marilyn McNabb Narv Poulson

Las Vegas. WV Lincoln, NE Salt Lake City. UT Takton. Inc.
Nichael NeiZer Richard Menzies P.M. Poulson aTed Knowlton . Pros.
NiKw, NV salt take City, ur Salt Lake City. UT

Clenm H. Terry
MakHnesnTimothy C. Messick Paul Prengasan. Asemblymeni McGill . NV

Eayk NenerV Arceta, CA District N. 26
Reno. NV irfa N. ThemeSKaren Neuer Milf ord Hedical St. George. UTf

Logan. UT Milford, 1W Joelle J. Reece
o D.A. SyRand. M.D., ABPP Salt Lake city. UT joespeh Thmomas. Jr.

Heastear. Inc. Led Angeles, CA
Iea Vegas. NV Carson Miller Rontald D. Pec
o illiam L. Lamb NV Salt Lake City. UT Jack Tinnay,

Livermoe. CA
N.D. Hill Keith Miller Jim Reed

DW . TFt. Worth. TX Sacramento. CA Tintit Development Corp.
Eurek~h. Ut

JakHinrichs Maya Miller Renewable Natural Resource Center o Luado van LamenR. fte&.
Las Vegas, Carson City. NV Reno, NV

Welter r. Nolmes C.R. Miger Resource Concepts. Inc. Salt Lake City. UW
* Stansbury Park. UT Sparks. WV Carson City. MY

0 John L. Hancock. Architect/Planner Robert Titus
X. Ho.eByron Mock Las Vegas. NV

Salt Lake City. LI Salt Lake City. Ur
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